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Enclosed  for  your  information  is  the  Final  Grass  Creek  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) .   It  has  been  printed  in  an  ab- 
breviated format  consistent  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
regulations,  and  should  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  Grass  Creek 
Draft  EIS  (DEIS). 

No  decisions  will  be  made  until  30  days  after  the  FEIS  Notice  of 
Availability  has  been  published  in  the  Federal  Register.   All  comments 
on  the  DEIS  and  FEIS  will  be  considered  in  the  decisionmaking  process. 
All  of  the  comments  dealing  with  the  usable  vegetation  production  data 
will  be  resolved  through  application  of  the  BLM  grazing  management 
policy  and  the  grazing  regulations.   This  policy  emphasizes  the  use  of 
monitoring  as  a  systematic  way  to  determine  where  and  what  kind  of  prob- 
lems exist  and  to  devise  ways  to  correct  them.   This  approach  is  exactly 
what  we  are  proposing  in  the  Grass  Creek  EIS  proposed  action. 

Absolute  accuracy  with  respect  to  long-term  stocking  rates  is  impossible 
to  achieve  with  any  inventory  process  because  of  the  number  of  variables 
involved.   Furthermore,  for  EIS  analysis  purposes,  it  is  not  signifi- 
cantly relevant.   The  value  of  the  usable  vegetation  production  data  is 
for  impact  comparison  purposes  rather  than  for  establishment  of  absolute 
numbers . 

We  extend  our  thanks  to  those  individuals  and  organizations  who  provided 
suggestions  and  comments  throughout  the  EIS  process.  Your  help  has  been 
invaluable  in  the  preparation  of  these  documents  which  will  assist  us  to 
more  effectively  manage  the  public  lands.   Properly  managed  livestock 
grazing  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  an  important  factor  in  im- 
proving the  condition  of  most  of  the  rangelands  in  Wyoming  and  the  West. 

Sincerely  yours, 


)\V^U 


Maxwell  T.  Lieurance 
State  Director 
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SUMMARY 


The  Grass  Creek  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  analyzes  the  effects  of  proposed 
and  alternative  livestock  grazing  management  on 
approximately  965,000  acres  of  public  land  admin- 
istered by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM), 
Worland  District,  in  Wyoming.  This  document  will  be 
used  to  determine  future  grazing  management, 
based  on  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sus- 
tained yield.  Refer  to  the  Glossary  for  definitions 
and  explanation  of  technical  terminology. 


AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY 


Prior  to  preparation  of  the  EIS,  a  "scoping"  proc- 
ess was  conducted  to  identify  significant  issues. 
Based  on  contacts  with  federal,  state,  and  local 
agencies;  organizations;  and  individuals,  the  follow- 
ing list  of  issues  was  developed: 

1 .  Providing  adequate  forage  for  livestock  and  wild- 

life; 

2.  Possible   livestock   reductions   on   some   allot- 

ments; 

3.  Change  in  season  of  use  on  some  allotments 

(particularly  from  spring  use  to  other  seasons); 

4.  Effects  of  livestock  grazing  on  soil,  watershed, 

vegetation,  wildlife,  recreation,  cultural,  visual, 
and  wilderness  resources; 

5.  Economic  consequences  of  various  management 

actions; 

6.  Providing  for  an  equitable  balance  between  live- 

stock grazing  and  other  uses  on  the  public 
land,  while  minimizing  governmental  influences 
on  traditional  activities. 

7.  Use  of  the  forage  allocation  model  to  establish 

usable  vegetation  levels. 


(164,000  acres);  improve  range  condition  on  53  al- 
lotments (615,000  acres);  and  prevent  deterioration 
on  49  allotments  (172,000  acres).  There  is  some 
public  land  in  the  GCRA  that  is  not  in  an  allotment 
or  licensed  for  grazing  (14,000  acres). 

The  proposed  action  is  based  on  multiple-use 
recommendations  developed  during  the  land  use 
planning  process  now  being  completed  for  Grass 
Creek.  Actions  in  the  proposal  include:  (1)  inventory 
and  monitoring,  (2)  adjustments  in  consumptive 
grazing  use,  (3)  changing  seasons  of  use,  and  (4) 
constructing  additional  grazing  management  facili- 
ties and  conducting  land  treatments  on  selected 
areas. 

The  total  usable  vegetation  estimates  are  used 
for  analytic  purposes  and  to  establish  livestock, 
wildlife,  and  wild  horse  use  levels  in  the  "Manage 
for  Other  Grazing  Uses"  alternative.  These  data  will 
not  be  used  to  establish  initial  stocking  levels  in  the 
proposed  action;  adjustments  in  these  levels,  if  any, 
would  be  made  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  data. 


Alternative  1  (No  Change) 

The  current  livestock  grazing  management  would 
be  continued.  Grazing  systems  on  existing  allot- 
ments would  remain.  Present  livestock  manage- 
ment facilities  would  be  maintained  at  the  present 
rate  but  new  facilities  would  not  be  installed.  Graz- 
ing permits  would  be  issued  at  present  levels  of 
grazing  preference  (108,000  AUMs).  No  specific 
forage  allocation  would  be  made  for  wildlife  or  wild 
horses. 


Alternative  2  (No  Action 
Grazing) 


No  Livestock 


PROPOSED  ACTION  AND 
ALTERNATIVES 


Proposed  Action 


All  authorized  grazing  on  federal  lands  would  be 
eliminated  as  permits  expire  (approximately  1989) 
except  trailing  use.  Only  those  range  improvements 
that  benefit  other  uses  would  be  maintained.  No 
new  improvements  for  livestock  grazing  would  be 
installed. 


It  is  proposed  that  BLM  continue  the  existing 
management  of  livestock  grazing  present  in  the 
Grass  Creek  Resource  Area  (GCRA)  while  monitor- 
ing that  use  to  determine  if  management  objectives 
are  being  met.  Management  objectives  are  to  main- 
tain   present    range    condition    on    60    allotments 


Alternative  3  (Optimize  Livestock 
Grazing) 


All  available  forage  would  be  allocated  to  live- 
stock on  a  sustained  yield  basis.  All  wild  horses 


would  be  removed.  All  range  improvements  and 
plant  treatments  that  would  benefit  livestock  graz- 
ing would  be  implemented  except  as  constrained 
by  land  use  plan  recommendations  other  than 
those  intended  to  protect  wildlife. 


Alternative  4  (Manage  for  Other  Grazing 
Uses) 


Wetlands 


The  proposed  action  and  Alternatives  2  and  4 
would  effect  a  long-term  improvement  trend  in 
stream  and  reservoir  wetland  habitat.  Alternatives  1 
and  3  would  generally  cause  a  continued  decline  in 
habitat  conditions  except  for  a  slight  improvement 
in  reservoir  habitat  in  Alternative  3. 


Other  grazing  uses  would  be  given  preference 
over  livestock  grazing.  Wild  horse  numbers  would 
be  limited  to  land  use  plan  recommended  numbers. 
Conflicts  between  livestock  and  other  grazing  use 
would  be  eliminated  by  restricting  or  excluding  live- 
stock. 


LONG-TERM  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 


Wildlife 


The  proposed  action  would  increase  big  game 
carrying  capacity  but  this  would  not  be  enough  to 
reach  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (G&F) 
goals.  Alternative  2  would  result  in  wildlife  carrying 
capacity  far  in  excess  of  G&F  goals  and  Alternative 
4  would  allow  the  goals  to  be  reached.  Alternative 
1  would  result  in  the  least  forage  available  for  wild- 
life. 


Vegetation 


Recreation  and  Visual  Resources 


The  proposed  action  would  result  in  improved 
range  condition  on  approximately  600,000  acres 
and  Alternatives  2,  3  and  4  would  improve  condi- 
tion on  approximately  965,000  acres.  Alternative  1 
would  cause  little  change  from  the  present  situa- 
tion. The  proposed  action  and  all  alternatives 
except  Alternative  1  would  result  in  an  increase  of 
forage  production. 


The  proposed  action  and  Alternatives  2  and  4 
would  slightly  increase  hunting  opportunities  and 
visual  quality.  Alternatives  1  and  3  would  result  in  a 
slight  decrease  in  hunting  opportunities. 


Livestock  Grazing 


Soils 


Alternatives  1  and  3  would  cause  little  change  in 
the  acreage  of  decreased  soil  productivity.  All  other 
alternatives  and  the  proposed  action  would  result  in 
an  improvement  over  the  present  situation. 

Soil  erosion  would  be  greatest  with  Alternative  1 . 
The  proposed  action  and  Alternative  3  would  result 
in  intermediate  levels  of  soil  erosion,  and  Alterna- 
tives 2  and  4  would  cause  the  least  soil  erosion. 


Water 


The  proposed  action  would  improve  livestock 
conditions  (weaning  weights,  calf  crops,  etc.)  in  al- 
lotments that  would  be  managed  with  range  im- 
provement as  an  objective.  Alternative  1  would 
cause  little  change.  Alternative  2  would  result  in  a 
reduction  in  livestock  grazing  of  at  least  81,300 
AUMs  and  landowners  would  have  to  fence  an  un- 
determined amount  of  private  and  state  land  to 
avoid  livestock  trespass  on  public  land.  Alternative 
3  would  require  increased  management  control  and 
livestock  production  would  be  slightly  increased.  Al- 
ternative 4  would  result  in  reduced  livestock  num- 
bers in  most  allotments  but  livestock  condition 
would  be  improved. 


Surface  water  runoff  would  change  only  slightly 
from  the  present  with  Alternative  1.  The  proposed 
action  and  Alternatives  2  and  4  would  decrease 
runoff  by  about  6-8  percent  and  Alternative  3  by 
about  10  percent.  Sediment  yield  would  be  affected 
similarly  to  soil  erosion. 


Economics 


The  proposed  action  would  reduce  personal 
income  in  the  livestock  sector.  The  total  impact, 
which  includes  the  secondary  impacts  of  the 
income    reduction    in   the   livestock   sector,   would 


amount  to  $200,000  for  the  Big  Horn  Basin.  How- 
ever, this  could  be  partially  offset  by  increases  in 
income  related  to  increased  recreation  expendi- 
tures. Alternative  1  would  cause  no  change;  Alter- 
native 2  would  cause  a  decrease  of  $1.2  million,  Al- 
ternative 3  would  increase  personal  income  by 
$390,000  and  Alternative  4  would  decrease  person- 
al income  by  $100,000.  None  of  the  alternatives  is 
expected  to  cause  more  than  half  a  percentage 
change  in  total  employment  in  the  Basin. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The  No  Livestock  Grazing  Alternative  (2)  and 
Manage  for  Other  Uses  alternatives  (4)  would  pro- 
vide major  benefits  to  most  natural  resources;  how- 
ever, they  would  cause  a  decrease  in  total  income 
and  disrupt  traditional  grazing  operations  on  public 
land. 

The  No  Change  alternative  (1)  would  allow  dete- 
rioration of  natural  resource  values  in  some  allot- 
ments. The  Optimize  Livestock  Use  alternative  (3) 


would  allow  for  an  overall  increase  in  livestocK  use 
but  would  cause  reductions  in  other  grazing  uses 

The  proposed  action  allows  for  overall  improve- 
ment for  many  natural  resources  on  a  majority  ol 
the  Grass  Creek  Resource  Area  while  causing  leasl 
relative  disruption  to  the  livestock  industry  and  his- 
torical grazing  uses.  It  also  complies  with  federal 
regulations  and  is  consistent  with  local  plans  and 
policies.  It  represents  a  reasonable  balance  of  re- 
source utilization  and  has  been  selected  as  the 
"preferred"  alternative  in  the  Grass  Creek  Grazing 
EIS. 

Table  S-1  is  a  comparative  summary  of  projected 
long-term  impacts. 


TABLE    SI 
COMPARATIVE    SUMMARY   OF    PROJECTED   LONG-TERM    IMPACTS    (20  YEARS) 

Alternative 


Existing 
Situation 

Proposed 
Action 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Resource 

No  Change 

No   Lives 
Graz 

tock 

mg 

Optimize 

Livestock 

Grazing 

Manage 
for  Other 
Grazing  Uses 

Vegetation 

Ecological  Condition 

(1,000  Acres) 

Good/Excellent 

Fair 

Poor 

333 
503 
166 

711 

229 

62 

298 
510 
194 

836 

128 

38 

73  7 

215 

50 

812 

170 

20 

Forage  Production 

(Million  Lbs.) 

72 

92 

68 

106 

103 

98 

Soils 

Sediment   Yield 

1,750 

970 

2,350 

550 

880 

640 

(Ac. Ft.    per   year    from 
approx.    1  million  acres) 

Water 

Surface  Runoff 

(1,000  Ac. Ft.   per  year 
from  approx.    1  million 
acres) 

Wetlands 

%  Change   in  Habitat 

Condition   from  Present 

Wildlife 

%  Change  from  Present  in 

Carrying  Capacity  for  Big 

Game 

Recreation 

Recreation  Opportunities 

Livestock  Grazing 
Change  from  Existing 
Management  Situation 

Level  of  Livestock  Forage 
Use  (AUMs) 

Economics 

Change   in  Ranch  Valuation 

(Millions   of  dollars) 
Total  Changes   in  the   Big 
Horn  Basin's   Personal 
Income   resulting    from    the 
Direct   Change   in  the 
Livestock  Sector 

(Thousands   of  dollars) 


20.0 


N/A 

N/A 

127,400 

N/A 


18.7 


+75 


Slight 
Increase 

Some   change 
on  37%  of 
allotments 


110,300 
-  3.6 


20.1 


-2  5 


-17 

No 
Change 

No 
Change 


127,400 
0 


18.3 


+200 


>+67 

Slight 
Increase 

Change  on 

all 
al  lotments 


46,100 
-   7.4 


17.7 


-5 


Slight 
Decrease 

Change  on 

all 
al lotments 


146,000 


-1.4 


18.4 


+2  50 


+17 

Slight 
Increase 

Change   on 

all 
allotments 


118,000 


-  3.1 


N/A 


-200 


-1230 


+390 


-100 


TEXT  REVISIONS 


PAGE 


S-1 


Areas  of  Controversy 


Add:  7.  Use  of  the  forage  allocation  model  to  es- 
tablish usable  vegetation  levels. 


S-1 


Paragraph  1 


Add:  "The  'total  usable  vegetation'  estimates  are 
used  for  analytic  purposes  and  to  establish  live- 
stock, wildlife,  and  wild  horse  use  levels  in  the 
Manage  for  Other  Grazing  Uses  alternative.  These 
data  are  not  used  to  establish  initial  stocking  levels 
in  the  proposed  action;  adjustments  in  these  levels, 
if  any,  would  be  made  on  the  basis  of  monitoring 
data." 


16  Paragraph  3 

Add:  It  should  be  noted  that  the  category  in 
which  an  allotment  falls  would  change  as  the  situa- 
tion in  the  allotment  changes.  For  example,  if  con- 
flicts are  resolved  in  an  allotment  it  could  be  reclas- 
sified from  "I"  category  to  "M"  category.  Similarly, 
if  conflicts  develop  in  an  "M"  allotment  it  could  be 
reclassified  "I". 


22 


Table  1-3 


Change  Allotment  0558  from  Basin  to 
Creek.  Add  Allotments  0568  Basin  and  0621 
Grass  Creek. 


Buck 
North 


S-2 


Livestock  Grazing 


27 


Table  1-4 


Change:  "Alternative  2  would  result  in  an  esti- 
mated average  20  percent  reduction  in  livestock 
numbers."  to:  "Alternative  2  would  result  in  a  re- 
duction in  livestock  grazing  of  at  least  81,300 
AUMs.  Landowners  would  have  to  fence  an  unde- 
termined amount  of  private  and  state  land  to  avoid 
livestock  trespass  on  public  land." 

S-5  Table  S1  Livestock  Grazing 

Delete:  Change  in  Demand  for  Livestock  Forage, 
and  replace  with:  Level  of  Livestock  Forage  Use 
(AUMs)  127,400  Existing  Situation,  110,300  Pro- 
posed Action,  127,400  Alternative  1,  46,100  Alter- 
native 2,  146,000  Alternative  3,  and  118,000  Alter- 
native 4.  Note  that  the  46,100  AUMs  of  Alternative 
2  are  AUMs  on  private  and  state  land  in  allotments 
where  BLM  authorizes  livestock  grazing. 

6  Figure  1-2 

Allotment  0623  should  be  in  Ci  category. 

14  Item  3e 

Add:  —or  selective  hand  spraying. 

15  Item  4 

Should  read:  On  big  game  crucial  ranges: 


Add   prescribed  burn  for  allotments  0633  and 
0634. 


33  Table  1-7 

See  revised  Table  1-7. 

36  Tables  1-9  and  1-10 

See  revised  Tables  1-9  and  1-10. 


3S 


Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Replace  last  two  sentences  with:  "In  Wyoming, 
EPA,  by  authorizing  208  grants  to  the  Wyoming  De- 
partment of  Environmental  Quality,  has  delegated 
management  responsibility  for  non-point  source  pol- 
lution to  the  state,  which,  within  the  framework  of 
the  statewide  208  Plan  has  delegated  its  authority 
to  those  regions  accepting  areawide  planning  and 
management  responsibilities.  The  areawide  plan- 
ning or  management  agency  in  turn  works  with  the 
respective  land  management  agencies  or  conserva- 
tion districts." 


42  Table  1-12 

See  revised  Table  1-12. 


47  Table  1-14 

See  revised  Table  1-14. 


TABLE  1-7 


FORAGE  DEMAND  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
(1,000  Pounds  of  Forage) 


Category  Demand 


"M" 


Livestock   38,586 
Wildlife     6,593 
Wild  Horses    216 
Total         45,395  1/ 


Livestock  80,535 
Wildlife  8,337 
Wild  Horses    864 

Total         89,736  2/ 


'Ci"  Livestock   12,309 

Wildlife     1,571 
Wild  Horses 

Total         13,880 


■c2" 


Livestock 

935 

Wildlife 

226 

Wild  Horses 

- 

Total         1,161 


All  Livestock  132,365 

Wildlife    16,727 
Wild  Horses  1,080 

Grand  Total   150,172 


1/  For  the  purpose  of  analysis  of  the 
proposed  action  it  is  assumed  that 
supply  is  equal  to  demand  in  all  "M' 
and  "C"  category  allotments. 

2/     Supply  for  this  category  is  43,741 
(1,000  lbs.)  based  on  preliminary 
forage  production  data. 


TABLE  1-9 

FORAGE  DEMAND  FOR  ALTERNATIVE  1 
(1,000  Pounds  of  Forage) 


Demand         Supply  1/ 

Livestock  132,365 
Wildlife  14,299 
Wild  Horses    1,080 


Total        147,744         72,441 


1/  Based  on  preliminary  forage  production  data. 


TABLE  1-10 

FORAGE  SUPPLY  AND  DEMAND  FOR  ALTERNATIVE  2 
(1,000  Pounds  of  Forage) 


Demand         Supply  1/ 

Livestock  0 
Wildlife  16,727 
Wild  Horses    1,080 

Total         17,807  72,441 


1/   Based  on  preliminary  forage  production  data. 


TABLE  1-12 

FORAGE  SUPPLY  AND  DEMAND  FOR  ALTERNATIVE  3 
(1,000  Pounds  of  Forage) 


Demand  Supply  1/ 


Livestock  132,365 
Wildlife  16,727 
Wild  Horses        0 


Total        149,092  72,441 


1_/  Based  on  preliminary  forage  production  date 


TABLE  1-14 


FORAGE  SUPPLY  AND  DEMAND  FOR  ALTERNATIVE  4 
(1,000  Pounds  of  Forage) 


Demand  Supply  1/ 

Livestock  59,696 
Wildlife  16,727 
Wild  Horses       1,080 

Total  77,503  72,441 

1/  Based  on  preliminary  forage  production  data 


PAGE 

56  Wyoming  Department  of  Game  and  Fish 

(G&F) 

Should  read:  The  G&F  has  established  goals  and 
objectives  for  fish  and  wildlife  management  on 
public  lands  within  the  GCRA.  Because  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
grazing  management  (especially  the  stocking 
rates),  there  has  been  coordination  between  BLM 
and  G&F  in  developing  the  proposed  action.  Spe- 
cifically, the  G&F  has  cooperated  with  BLM  in  de- 
termining existing  big  game  numbers  and  projecting 
1990  desirable  herd  sizes  for  the  GCRA.  Continuing 
joint  studies  are  being  conducted  on  big  game 
winter  ranges  and  migration  routes,  as  well  as  sage 
grouse  strutting  grounds.  Attainment  of  G&F  gener- 
al goals  and  objectives  for  fish  in  the  Bighorn  Basin 
entails  aquatic  habitat  restoration  and  improvement 
on  public  land  in  the  GCRA.  The  G&F  would  also 
review  all  proposals  for  land  treatment  and  cooper- 
ate in  Sikes  Act  projects. 

58  Productivity 

Second  paragraph,  first  sentence  should  read: 
The  present  total  yearly  vegetative  production  (in- 
cluding trees,  shrubs,  annuals)  for  the  inventoried 
area  is  625  million  pounds,  of  which  72  million  is 
considered  forage  production  available  for  proper 
use  by  livestock,  wildlife,  and  wild  horses  during 
their  historical  seasons  of  use. 


53 


Soils 


Paragraph  3,  line  5,  replace  sentence  3  with  the 
following:  Their  soils  are  shallow  to  deep  and  typi- 
cally not  well  drained  because  of  high  clay  contents 
and  concentrations  of  salts  and  gypsum  in  many 
profiles. 


61 


Surface  Water 


Last  paragraph,  second  sentence  should  read: 
"Sampling  by  USGS  during  1977"  found  that  the 
State  of  Wyoming  standard  of  1,000  fecal  con- 
form—-1 00  ml  for  Class  II  streams  was  exceeded 
frequently. 


63 


Wildlife 


First  sentence  should  read:  The  following  discus- 
sion focuses  on  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies, economically  important  species,  and  animals 
or  groups  of  animals  that  we  expect  would  be  sig- 
nificantly affected  by  the  proposed  action  and  alter- 
natives. 


PAGE 

63  Pronghorn  Anteiope 

First  sentence  should  read:  The  estimated  post- 
hunting  season  antelope  population  in  1980  was 
about  3,700  animals,  while  the  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department  goal  for  the  portions  of  the  herd 
unit  encompassing  the  Grass  Creek  EIS  area  is  a 
4,500  post-season  population. 


64 


Deer 


First  two  sentences  should  read:  Mule  deer  with 
an  estimated  winter  population  of  6,200  and  a 
summer  population  of  7,400  animals,  are  the  most 
common  big  game  animal.  The  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  Department  goal,  for  the  portion  of  the 
herd  units  in  the  Grass  Creek  EIS  Area  is  9,700 
animals  in  the  winter  and  8,600  in  the  summer. 


64 


Black-Footed  Ferret 


Add  the  following  sentences:  In  1982,  a  dead 
ferret  was  found  in  the  area  and  evidence  of  ferrets 
in  two  other  locations  has  been  reported  but  not 
verified.  These  sites  will  be  investigated. 

64  Threatened  or  Endangered  Species: 

Add  the  following  subsection:  Peregrine  Falcon 

The  Grass  Creek  Resource  Area  includes  some 
historical  peregrine  falcon  habitat.  However,  there 
is  no  documented  evidence  of  their  presence  here 
within  the  past  30  years. 


33 


Table  2-2 


Annual    Recreation    Days   for   Resident   Fishing 
should  be:  1,200. 


67  Figure  2-10 

See  revised  Figure  2-10. 


38 


Livestock  Grazing 


Second  paragraph,  fourth  sentence  should  read: 
Both  cow— calf  and  yearling  cattle  operators  are 
present  in  the  area  and  sheep  operators  use  both 
shed  and  range  lambing  practices. 


Class  II  Area 
Class  III  Area 
I I    Class  IV  Area 


10  15  20  25  30 


Figure  2-10 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

Grass  Creek  Grazing 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 
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Local  Income  and  Employment 


Fourth  paragraph,  second  and  third  sentence 
should  read:  About  60  full-time  equivalent  (FTE) 
jobs  are  directly  associated  with  livestock  grazing 
on  allotments  where  BLM  authorizes  livestock  use. 
This  number  does  not  include  those  FTE  jobs  asso- 
ciated with  crop  or  livestock  production  on  private 
lands  where  BLM  does  not  license  livestock  use. 
Total  (direct,  indirect,  and  induced)  employment 
generated  by  livestock  grazing  authorized  by  BLM 
would  be  about  90  FTEs. 


72 


Table  3-1 


Add  the  following  footnote:  These  figures  are  es- 
timates of  future  levels  and  their  utility  comes  more 
from  providing  a  comparative  analysis  rather  than 
absolute  levels  of  vegetative  impacts. 


SO 


Column  2,  paragraph  4 


Replace  the  first  sentence  with:  "Estimated  sedi- 
ment yield  figures  for  the  existing  environment  and 
alternatives  are  listed  in  Table  3-6."  Refer  to  Ap- 
pendix E  for  an  explanation  of  the  methodology  in 
calculations. 

Following  the  4th  sentence,  add:  "On  Table  3-6, 
the  majority  of  change  in  sediment  yield  estimates, 
from  the  existing  environment  to  the  alternatives, 
would  result  from  changes  in  the  land  use  factor,  in 
response  to  adjustments  in  grazing  treatments." 

81  Column  1,  paragraph  1 

At  the  beginning  of  the  paragraph,  insert:  "Table 
3-6  also  lists  estimates  of  percent  vegetative  cover 
for  the  existing  environment  and  alternatives.  These 
percentages  are  proportionate  with  sediment  yield 
estimates  and  the  percent  cover  calculated  for  the 
Proposed  Action."  Refer  to  Appendix  E  for  an  ex- 
planation of  the  methodology  in  calculations. 


PAGE 

85  Proposed  Action,  Streams 

Add  the  following:  Changes  to  fish  populations 
and  fish  habitat  are  displayed  in  Tables  3-9,  3-11, 
3-12,  3-13,  and  3-14. 


85 


Streams-Fish  Habitat 


First  sentence  should  read:  Fish  habitat  would 
improve  when  public  land  segments  on  streams 
such  as  South  and  North  Fork  Owl  and  Cotton- 
wood Creeks  are  rested  for  several  years  to  initiate 
restoration  of  bank  and  channel  habitat. 


87  Figure  3-1 

See  Revised  Figure  3-1. 


89 


Table  3-9 


See  Table  3-9  additions. 


93 


Table  3-10 


Total  Forage  Consumed  under  Alternative  4 
should  be:  113,283—100.  The  footnote  with  the  *, 
second  sentence  should  read:  For  example:  45—40 
under  antelope  and  sheep  indicates  a  dietary  over- 
lap of  45  percent  in  desert  habitats  and  a  40  per- 
cent dietary  overlap  in  mountain  foothill  habitats. 

97  Table  3-11 

See  Table  3-1 1  additions. 

98  Table  3-12 

See  Table  3-12  additions. 

99  Table  3-13 

See  Table  3-13  additions. 


82 


Table  3-6 


Column  3,  change  the  number  12  to  24.  By  using 
the  same  ratio  that  was  used  for  the  other  figures 
the  cover  figure  for  Alternative  1  would  be  12.  How- 
ever, because  acreages  in  the  range  condition 
classes  and  apparent  trend  categories  are  similar  in 
the  existing  environment  and  Alternative  1,  their 
values  for  percent  vegetative  cover  also  would  be 
similar. 


100  Table  3-14 

See  Table  3-14  additions. 


103 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 


First  paragraph  last  sentence  should  read:  During 
the  past  five  years,  average  annual  total  use  was 
127,400  AUMs  (99,372,000  lbs.  of  forage). 
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Figure  3-1 

IMPACTS  TO  TROUT  HABITAT  FROM  INTENSIVE  LIVESTOCK  USE 

OF  STREAM  ZONES 


REVISIONS   TO  TABLE    3-9 
SUMMARY  OF    LONG-TERM  WILDLIFE   IMPACTS   OF   THE   PROPOSED  ACTION 


Treatment 
Qualitative  Analysis^.' Combinations 


Rest  Pastures 
Use  Pastures 
Spring  Rest 
Other  Use  Pastures 
Deferred  Use 

Stream  Bottom  Livestock  Use 
Wetland  Livestock  Use 
Growing   Season  Livestock  Use 
Non  Growing   Season  Livestock  Use 
Livestock  Use  Adjustment 
Wild  Horse  Adjustments 
Fences  2/ 

Water  Developments  ±1 
Ripping  2/ 

Prescribed  Burning  */ 
Rotary  Cutting  £f 
Brush  Spraying  2/ 
Monitoring   Lag  Period 
Qualitative  Total 


egory  */ 

Waterfowl 

Trout 

I 

+3 

+1 

I 

-2 

-3 

I 

+2 

+1 

I 

-2 

-2 

I 

+  1 

+1 

I.M.C 

NA 

-2 

I,M,C 

-2 

NA 

M,C 

-2* 

-2* 

M,C 

-1* 

-1* 

I,M,C 

0 

0 

I 

HA 

NA 

1,0 

NA 

NA 

I 

+3 

+1 

I 

HA 

NA 

I 

NA 

NA 

I 

NA 

NA 

I.M.C 

NA 

NA 

I,M,C 

-2* 

-2* 

+2 

+1 

Quantitative  Analysis 


Category 


Waterfowl 
(Reservoirs) 


Trout 


Habitat   Alteration 
(Estimated   Acres) 

Change   in  Estimated  4/ 
Carrying  Capacity   (%) 


I.M.C 


421  Existing 
110  New  or  Modified 


+50 


50  Miles 
4  Reservoirs 


+100 
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REVISIONS   TO  TABLE    3-11 
SUMMARY  OF   LONG-TERM   NET  WILDLIFE   IMPACTS  OF   ALTERNATIVE   #1    (NO  CHANGE)!/ 


Qualitative  Analysis 


Waterfowl 


Trout 


Treatment   Combination  1 

Treatment   Combination  2 

Treatment   Combination  3 

Stream  Bottom  Livestock  Use 

Wetland   Livestock  Use 

Growing  Season  Livestock  Use 

Non-Growing  Season  Livestock  Use 

Preference   Grazing 

Wild  Horse  Adjustments 

Fences 

Water  Development 

Qualitative  Total 


0 

0 

0 
NA 
-3* 
-3* 
-1* 

0 

0 
NA 

0 
-2* 


0 

0 

0 
-2* 

NA 
-3* 
-1* 

0 

NA 

NA 

0 

-3* 


Quantitative  Analysis 


Change  in  Estimated 
Carrying  Capacity  (%) 


-50 


REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  3-12 

SUMMARY  OF  LONG-TERM  NET  WILDLIFE  IMPACTS  OF  ALTERNATIVE  #2 
(NO  ACTION  -  NO  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING)  1/ 


Qualitative  Analysis 


Waterfowl 


Trout 


Livestock  Grazing  Permit 
Expiration 

Wild  Horse  Adjustments 

Fences 

Qualitative  Total 


+3 

+3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+3 

+3 

Quantitative  Analysis 


2/ 


Change  in  Estimated 
Carrying  Capacity  (%) 


+300 


+100 
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REVISIONS   TO  TABLE    3-13 
SUMMARY  OF    NET  WILDLIFE   IMPACTS  OF   ALTERNATIVE   #3    (OPTIMIZE   LIVESTOCK  GRAZING)!/ 


Qualitative  Analysis 


Waterfowl 


Trout 


Treatment  Combination  1 
Treatment  Combination  2 
Treatment  Combination  3 
Stream  Bottom  Livestock  Use 
Wetland  Livestock  Use 
Livestock  Only  Veg.  Use  Adj. 
Wild  Horse  Removal 
Fences 

Water  Developments 
Ripping 

Prescribed  Burning 
Rotary  Cutting 
Brush  Spraying 
Monitoring  Lag  Period 
Qualitative  Total 


Quantitative  Analysis  jj 


+1 
+1 
+1 
NA 
-1* 

0 
NA 
NA 
+2 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
-2* 
+1 


-1 
-1 
-1 
-3* 

NA 

0 
NA 
NA 

0 
NA 
NA 
NA 
-1 
-2* 
-3 


Change  in  Estimated 
Carrying  Capacity  (%) 


+30 


-40 
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REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  3-14 
SUMMARY  OF  NET  WILDLIFE  IMPACTS  OF  ALTERNATIVE  #4  (MANAGE  FOR  OTHER  GRAZING  USES)  1/ 


Qualitative  Analysis 


Treatment  Combination  1 

Treatment  Combination  2 

Treatment  Combination  3 

Stream  Bottom  Livestock  Management  2/ 

Wetland  Livestock  Management  2/ 

Application  Range  Suitability 

Forage  Allocation  for  All  Uses 

Wild  Horse  Adjustments 

Fences 

Water  Developments 

Ripping 

Prescribed  Burning 

Rotary   Cutting 

Brush   Spraying 

Qualitative  Total 


Waterfowl 

Trout 

+1 

-1 

+1 

+1 

+2 

+1 

+1 

+3 

+3 

+2 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

+3 

+3 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

+2 

+2 

Quantitative  Analysis  2/ 


Change  in  Estimated 

Carrying   Capacity   (%)  +300  +200 
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PAGE 

Fourth  paragraph,  last  sentence  should  be  de- 
leted. 


110 


Change: 


Wild  Horses  of  America  to  Wild  Horse  Organized 
Assistance 


A2-  A5 


Table  A1: 


The  following  allotments  were  not  inventoried 
and  the  supply  is  unknown:  0063,  0520,  0583, 
0587,  0599,  0600,  0601,  0611,  0629,  0630,  0631, 
0670,  0680,  1065,  2511,  2522,  2540,  2551,  2562, 
2563,  3035. 

The  following  allotments  were  inventoried,  but 
the  supply  is  combined  with  that  of  another  allot- 
ment: 0584,  0720,  0721,  0722,  2508,  2526,  2527, 
2534,2537,  2539,3091,3103. 

Allotment  0646  should  read:  Grasses  2,337; 
Total  Vegetation  Forbs  670;  Shrubs  1,166;  Total 
Production  4,173. 

Estimated  total  supply  should  read:  Grasses 
214,269;  Total  Vegetation  Forbs  108,321;  Shrubs 
302,616;  Total  Production  625,206. 


A6-  A8 

See  Revisions  to  Table  A2. 

B2-B9 

See  Revisions  to  Tables  B1,  B2,  and  B3. 

C5  Allotment  0510  &  2508  &  3091 

Should  read:  0510  &  2508. 


C10 


Footnote  s 


Should  read:  1978  G&F  strategic  plan  with  revi- 
sions through  1981  (these  mule  deer  numbers  are 
similar  to  the  1963-1965  population  estimates). 


C10 


Footnote 


Add  the  following:  The  numbers  for  deer  are  de- 
rived from  average  population  counts  from  1974- 
1979,  as  per  consultation  with  Cal  King  of  the  G&F 
on  June  18,  1982. 


PAGE 
D18 

The  title  should  read:  METHODOLOGY  FOR 
VEGETATION  AND  FORAGE  SUPPLY.  The  first 
subheading  should  read:  Methodology  for  Vegeta- 
tion Inventory. 

The  second  paragraph  eighth  and  ninth  sen- 
tences should  read:  Enough  plots  were  done  on 
each  transect  to  be  within  25  percent  of  the  mean 
average  weight  with  75  percent  confidence.  That  is 
the  weight  of  the  vegetation  in  the  plots  will  be 
within  +  or  -  25  percent  of  the  mean  average 
weight  for  the  sampled  area. 

The  third  paragraph  should  be  replaced  by:  Ex- 
planation of  supply  data  contained  in  Appendix  A, 
Table  A1,  pages  A-1  through  A-5,  was  included  in 
Appendix  D,  pages  D-1 8  to  D-20,  to  give  a  brief  ex- 
planation of  the  SVIM  inventory  from  which  the  fig- 
ures were  taken.  The  estimated  pounds  production 
listed  by  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs  is  the  average 
annual  vegetative  production.  This  includes  all  spe- 
cies of  both  annual  and  perennial  plants  up  to  4.5 
feet  above  the  ground.  This  production  data  was 
then  entered  into  the  computer  by  plant  species. 
Seasons  of  use  were  entered  by  animal  species 
(wildlife  and  livestock). 

Proper  use  of  vegetation  varies  with  season  of 
use,  diet  of  the  animals,  weather,  and  other  factors. 
The  formula  used  to  calculate  proper  forage  use  is 
complicated  and  not  easy  to  verbalize.  Proper  use 
for  a  particular  plant  is  defined  as  "the  degree  to 
which  the  current  annual  growth  can,  and  is  expect- 
ed to,  be  utilized  by  a  specific  kind  of  foraging 
animal  during  each  season  without  abusing  the 
range."  The  process  of  Proper  Use  Factors  (PUF) 
development,  hinges  on  two  elements:  allowable 
use  determination  and  dietary  preference  ratings. 
"Allowable  use"  is  the  percentage  of  the  annual 
production  of  a  plant  species  that  can  be  removed 
by  grazing  without  permanent  damage  to  the  plant. 
This  percentage  was  determined  for  each  season 
and  was  expressed  as  the  percentage  of  each 
year's  annual  production  available  for  grazing 
during  each  season  (spring,  summer,  fall,  and 
winter). 

As  part  of  the  inventory,  the  amount  of  growth  at 
different  times  was  measured  for  the  main  plant 
species.  The  amount  of  growth  was  then  plotted  on 
a  graph  by  season.  Refer  to  the  attached  illustra- 
tion for  the  squirrel  tail  growth  curve.  The  percent- 
age of  the  area  under  the  growth  curve  indicates 
the  production  available  for  each  season.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  specific  information  about  the  mainte- 
nance and  reproductive  requirements  of  each  kind 
of  plant,  utilization  levels  for  most  grasses,  grass- 
like plants,  and  forbs  were  set  at  a  maximum  of  50 
percent  of  the  annual  production,  and  most  shrubs 
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REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  A2 

ESTIMATED  DEMAND  FOR  FORAGE  BY 

LIVESTOCK,  WILDLIFE,  WILD  HORSES,  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE 

(1,000  Pounds  Forage  on  Public,  Private,  State  Lands) 


Allotments 


Proposed 


Alt.  1 


CATEGORY  M 
Alt. 


Alt  3. 


Alt. 


0536  Wildlife  21 
0540  Livestock  536 
0604   Wild  Horses      216 


20 
536 
216 


21/90 


216/884 


21 
536 


21 

67 

216 


"M" 
Total  Livestock     38,586      38,586 
Wild  Horses      216         216 


216/884 


38,586 


23,003 
216 


The  estimated  supply  for  the  following  allotments  is  unknown:   0520,  0587,  0599,  0600,  0601, 
0630,  0670,  0680,  2511,  2522,  2540,  2551,  2562,  2563,  3035. 

The  estimated  supply  for  the  following  allotments  is  combined  with  that  of  another  allotment: 
0584,  0720,  0721,  0722. 


REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  A2 

ESTIMATED  DEMAND  FOR  FORAGE  BY 

LIVESTOCK,  WILDLIFE,  WILD  HORSES,  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE 

(1,000  Pounds  Forage  on  Public,  Private,  State  Lands) 

(Cont'd) 


Allotments 

Proposed 

Alt. 

1 

CATEGORY  I 

Alt.  2 

Alt  3. 

Alt 

.  4 

0510/ 

2508/ 

3103 

0541 

Livestock 
Wildlife 

246 
82 

246 

77 

82/86 

246 
82 

20 
82 

0542 

Livestock 

425 

425 

425 

71 

0620 

Livestock 

1,380 

1 

,380 

1,380 

340 

0621 

Livestock 
Wildlife 

285 
48 

285 
25 

48/146 

285 
48 

109 
48 

0652 

Wild  Horses 

324 

324 

324/695 

324 

0662 

Wild  Horses 

216 

216 

216/492 

216 

0669 

Wild  Horses 

108 

108 

108/346 

108 

1070 

Wild  Horses 

216 

216 

216/169 

216 

"I" 
Total 

Livestock 
Wildlife 
Wild  Horses 

80,535 

8,337 

864 

80 
7 

,535 

,161 

864 

8,337/32,900 
864/3,094 

80,535 
8,337 

31 
8 

,101 
,337 

864 

The  estimated  supply  for  the  following  allotments  is  combined  with  another  allotment:   2508, 
3091,  2526,  2537,  2539. 
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REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  A2 

ESTIMATED  DEMAND  FOR  FORAGE  BY 

LIVESTOCK,  WILDLIFE,  WILD  HORSES,  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE 

(1,000  Pounds  Forage  on  Public,  Private,  State  Lands) 


Allotments 


Proposed 


Alt.  1 


CATEGORY  Ci 

Alt.  2 


Alt  3. 


Alt.  4 


0543   Livestock 


46 


46 


46 


25 


"C  1" 

Total  Livestock 


12,304 


12,304 


12,304 


5,241 


Estimated  supply  for  0063  is  unknown  and  supply  for  3103  is  combined  with  another  allotment. 


CATEGORY  Cj 

0631 

Livestock 

19 

19 

Wildlife 

10 

10 

10/49 

"C  2" 

Total 

Livestock 

935 

935 

Wildlife 

226 

217 

226/585 

Wild  Horses 

— 

19 
10 

935 
226 


19 

10 

351 
226 


Estimated  supply  for  the  following  allotments  is  unknown:   0583,  0611,  0629,  0631,  1065, 
2534. 

Supply  for  allotment  2527  is  combined  with  that  of  another  allotment. 


REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  A2 

ESTIMATED  DEMAND  FOR  FORAGE  BY 

LIVESTOCK,  WILDLIFE,  WILD  HORSES,  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE 

(1,000  Pounds  Forage  on  Public,  Private,  State  Lands) 

REVISED  CATEGORIES  TOTALS 


Allotments 

Proposed 

Alt.  1 

Alt.  2 

Alt  3. 

Alt.  4 

"M" 

Livestock 
Wildlife 
Wild  Horses 

38,586 

6,593 

216 

38,586 

5,543 

216 

0 

6,593/23,000 

216/844 

38,586 
6,593 

0 

23,003 

6,593 

216 

"I" 

Livestock 
Wildlife 
Wild  Horses 

85,535 

8,337 

864 

85.535 

7,161 

864 

0 
8,33-7/32,900 
978/3,094 

85,535 

8,337 

0 

31,104 

8,337 

864 

"C   1"     Livestock 


12,304 


12,304 


12,304 


5,241 


TOTAL 

Livestock 

132,365 

132,365 

0 

132,365 

59,696 

Wildlife 

16,727 

14,299 

16,727/63,081 

16,727 

16,727 

Wild  Horses 

1,080 

1,080 

1,080/3,938 

0 

1,080 
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REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  A2 

ESTIMATED  DEMAND  FOR  FORAGE  BY 
LIVESTOCK,  WILDLIFE,  WILD  HORSES,  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE 
(1,000  Pounds  Forage  on  Public,  Private,  State  Lands) 
(Cont'd) 

METHODOLOGY 

(Origin  of  Figures  in  Demand  Table  for  the 
Proposed  Action  and  the  Various  Alternatives) 


Proposed 
Action 


Alt.  1 


Alt.  2 


Alt.  3 


Alt.  4 


Wildlife 


First  number  indi- 
cates level  recom- 
mended in  MFP . 
Number  following 
(/)  indicates  num- 
bers possible  with 
no  livestock. 
Antelope  numbers 
were  limited  to 
MFP  level  x  10. 


Wild  Horses 


First  number  indi- 
cates level  recom- 
mended in  MFP. 
Number  following 
(/)  indicates 
numbers  possible 
with  no  livestock 
on  these  allot- 
ments that  now 
have  horses. 
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REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  Bl 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  SUMMARY  -  CATEGORY  M 


ACRES 


AUM's 


Federal 


Allotment 

Number    Allotment  Name 


Federal 


State 


Private 


Total 


1/  2/ 

Active     Average  5- 
Preference  Yr.  License  State 


Total 
Private    Demand 


±f 

Livestock 

Class 


Historical 
Season  of  Use 


ro 


0540 

Bridges 

0595 

Iron  Creek 

0616 

Home5/ 

0638 

Individual 

0646 

Back  of  Rim 

0647 

Steer 

0650 

South  Gebo  Common 

0657 

West  Allotment 

0661 

3  Peaks  Anchor 

2538 

Section  15 

TOTAL  FOR  "M"  CATEGORY 


920 
1,364 
3,742 
4,480 
6,090 
2,144 
2,000 
1,000 
5,558 

1,818 

170,151 


0 

880 

1,800 

0 

440 

1,804 

590 

0 

4,332 

640 

0 

5,120 

640 

1,040 

7,770 

0 

680 

2,824 

0 

0 

2,000 

640 

26 

1,666 

0 

10,008 

15,566 

0 

0 

1,818 

528 

100,722 

289,401 

190 
410 
378 
519 
635 
340 
181 
90 
721 

200 

22,803 


156 
410 
283 
289 
635 
340 
164 
90 
761 

200 

19,959 


0 

0 

90 

49 

80 

0 

0 

57 

0 

0 

3,462 


497 

117 

0 

0 

157 

165 

0 

20 

3,300 


25,198 


687 
527 
468 
617 
872 
505 
181 
167 
4,021 

200 

50,212 


C  5/10-5/24;  7/1-9/30 

C  8/7  -  10/29 

C  4/15  -  11/15 

C  12/01  -  3/17 

C  11/01  -  2/28 

C  11/01  -  2/28 

C  9/01  -  11/15 

C  9/01  -  11/15 

C  6/08  -  10/22 

H  1/01  -  12/31 

C  11/01  -  2/28 


REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  B2 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  SUMMARY  -  CATEGORY  I 


ACRES 


AUM's 


Federal 

3/ 

4/ 

1/ 

2/ 

Allotment 

Active 

Average 

5- 

Total 

Livestock 

Historical 

Number 

Allotment  Name 

Federal 

State 

Private 

Total 

Preference 

Yr.  License 

State 

Private 

Demand 

Class 

Season  of  Use 

0590 

Sand  Draw 

2,481 

0 

0 

7,006 

196 

421 

0 

0 

672 

C 

6/16 

-  9/20 

0510  + 

Fernandez  Blu-Jay  5/ 

6,726 

196 

1,597 

698 

25 

200 

3103 

Section  15 

809 

0 

0 

10,009 

72 

662 

0 

0 

1,061 

C 

5/16 

-  10/15 

0541 

Three  Peaks 

560 

0 

640 

1,200 

60 

18 

0 

256 

316 

C 

7/01 

-  9/30 

0542 

Rock  Creek 

1,960 

0 

1,320 

3,280 

215 

125 

0 

330 

545 

c 

7/01 

-  8/31 

ho 

IV) 

0607 

Lake  Creek 

3,704 

0 

2,961 

6,368 

734 

736 

0 

630 

1,364 

c 

4/20 

-  2/28 

0620 

Prospect  5/ 

4,940 

1,200 

970 

7,110 

1,205 

1,249 

311 

253 

1,769 

c. 

6/01 

-  11/7 

0634 

Lower  Pastures  5/ 

9,772 

720 

896 

11,388 

1,731 

1,977 

142 

195 

2,068 

r. 

10/01 

-  6/15 

0639 

Tatman  Mountain  Common 

17,535 

1,012 

1,900 

20,447 

2,333 

1,580 

90 

392 

2,814 

c 
s 

5/16 
11/01 

-  10/15 

-  2/28 

0642  + 

Red  Canyon 

(+  Section  15)5/  (2539) 

1,293 
(+5,262) 

0 

4,732 

11,287 

162 
(+1,194) 

1,355 

0 

1 

,144 

2,700 

c 

4/10-8/1 

; 10/16-12/15 

TOTALS  FOR  "I"  CATEGORY 

609,862 

52,364 

109,199 

771,425 

71,470 

52,233 

8,762 

23 

,172 

103,404 

Allotment 

Number    Allotment  Name 


Federal 


ACRES 


REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  B3 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  SUMMARY  -  CATEGORY  Cj 


AUM's 


Federal 

1/— 

Average  5- 


State 


Private 


Total 


y 

Active 
Preference  Yr.  License  State 


Private 


1/ 
Total 

Demand 


Livestock 
Class 


Historical 
Season  of  Use 


IV) 

0504 

Hamilton  Dome 

11,904 

640 

290 

12,834 

799 

805 

41 

33 

873 

0512 

Coulter  Group 

11,428 

590 

175 

12,193 

666 

535 

47 

13 

726 

0543 

Cannady  Individual 

1,146 

0 

169 

1,315 

51 

63 

0 

8 

59 

TOTALS  FOR  q  CATEGORY 

167,094 

4,418 

14 

,214 

186,027 

13,093 

8 

,737 

581 

2,073 

15,747 

TOTALS  FOR  ALL  CATEGORIES 

962,229 

75,630 

224,975 

1,262,834 

108,367 

81 

,343 

12,849 

50,603 

171,819 

C  5/01  -  6/15,11/1-2/28 
H    4/01  -  11/30 
C     5/01  -  9/30 
C     5/16  -  8/15 


PROPER  USE  FACTORS 

PHENOLOGY  &  PRODUCTION 
SPECIES:   Sitanion  hystrix 
COMMON  NAME:    Squirreltail 


100 

90 
80 
70 

|  60 

O 

t   50 

a 

O   40 
tc 
a. 

30 
20 

10 
0 


4 

1 

'       \ 

1 

1 
3 

5 

/ 

\ 

\. 

—     7 

^8 

V 

Apr 

May 
SPRING 

June 

July 

Aug 
SUMMEF 

Sept 
1 

Oct 

Nov 
FALL 

Dec 

Jan 

Feb 
WINTEF 

Mar 

PHENOLOGY  STAGES:   Grasses,  Forbs,  Shrubs  &  Trees 


CODE  NO. 

DESCRIPTION 

1 

Begin  Growth 

2 

Vegetative  Stage 

3 

Boot  Stage 

4 

Peak  Flowering 

5 

Seed  Ripe 

6 

Mature 

7 

Dormant 

8 

Regrowth 

Production  Drv  \ 

—  _  =     Projected  (No  Data) 
HOW  PROPER  USE  FACTORS  WERE  DEVELOPED 

Proper  Use  Factor  (PUF)  —  "Proper  Use"  for  a  particular 

plant  is  the  degree  to  which  its  current  (seasonal)  growth 

will  be  utilized  by  a  kind  of  grazing  animal  when  the 

range  is  properly  used. 

Allowable  Use  Factor  (AUF)  —  "Allowable  Use"  is  the 

percent  of  ANNUAL,  above  ground  vegetation  produced 

by  a  plant  species  that  can  be  grazed  by  herbivorous 

animals  without  sustained  physiological  damage  to  the 

plant.  The  upper  limits  for  Allowable  Use  are  set  at: 

Grasses  and  Forbs  —  50%,  Shrubs  —  35%. 

AUF  =  %  Total  Production  X  Allowable  Use  by  Season 

Dietary  Preference  (DP)  —  Grazing  animals  have  varying 

preference  or  relish  for  different  plant  species.  The 

plants  were  given  values  from  0  to  1.0  depending  on 

palatability,  unavailability  and  season. 

Proper  Use  Factor  Formula:    PUF  =  AUF  X  DP 

For  example,  PUF  for  Cattle  -  Spring  Season  on 

Squirreltail  was  developed  as  follows: 

%  Total  Production  (.44)  x  50%  =  .22  AUF 

.22x.7DP=  .154  or  .15  PUF 

Summary  Table  for  Squirreltail  -  Cattle 


3/21 


Average  .44  of 
Total  Production 


6/21 


Average  .61  of 
Total  Production 


9/21 


Average  .55  of 
Total  Production 


12/21 


Average  .53  of 
Total  Production 


3/21 


Season 

Spr 

Sum 

Fall 

Win 

Production 

.44 

.61 

.55 

.53 

AUF 

.22 

.31 

.28 

.27 

DP 

.7 

.8 

.9 

.7 

PUF 

.15 

.25 

.25 

.20 

Note:  PUF's  are  rounded  to  nearest  5%. 


at  35  percent  of  the  annual  production  using  gener- 
al information  on  plant  requirements.  This  forage 
utilization  level  was  then  multiplied  by  the  percent 
of  the  annual  production  available  during  each 
season  to  arrive  at  the  allowable  use  value.  For  ex- 
ample, the  squirrel  tail  in  the  illustration  has  pro- 
duced 44  percent  of  its  production  in  the  spring. 
Therefore  50  percent  of  this  production  can  be 
taken  or  a  22  percent  allowable  use  factor  for 
spring  use.  The  proper  use  for  a  particular  plant 
cannot  exceed  the  allowable  use. 

Because  a  plant  can  be  eaten  by  animals  does 
not  mean  that  it  will  be.  If  a  plant  is  not  eaten  either 
because  it  is  not  available  during  certain  times  or 
because  the  animal  does  not  like  it,  the  proper  use 
value  must  be  low.  Therefore,  whether  animals  will 
eat  a  plant  or  not  must  be  part  of  the  proper  use 
factor  formula.  We  assessed  seasonal  food  prefer- 
ences of  the  major  animals  studying  research  done 
by  others.  Also,  in  1979,  we  conducted  a  fecal 
analysis  study  by  season  for  livestock,  wild  horses, 
antelope,  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep,  elk,  and 
moose  throughout  the  Grass  Creek  area  to  help 
determine  what  they  are  eating. 

The  amount  of  use  by  each  animal  in  each 
season  was  given  a  multiplier:  1.0  (heavy),  0.5 
(moderate),  0.2  (light),  and  0.0  (none).  These  multi- 
pliers are  then  used  in  the  PUF  formula.  Example: 
A  study  says  that  mule  deer  use  big  sagebrush  at  a 
rate  of  1  percent  in  spring,  0  percent  in  summer,  4 
percent  in  fall,  and  88  percent  in  winter.  These 
values  fall  into  our  classes  as  follows:  spring  (light, 
0.2);  summer  (none,  0.0);  fall  (moderate,  0.5);  and 
winter  (heavy,  1.0). 

Those  plants  for  which  no  food  habit  information 
could  be  found  were  either  assigned  the  same  di- 
etary preference  value  as  a  very  similar  plant,  or 
were  assigned  no  dietary  preference  value  at  all 
(i.e.,  ephemeral  annuals  because  their  production  is 
not  dependable  from  one  year  to  the  next). 

Once  the  Allowable  Use  Factors  (AUFs)  were  de- 
rived and  the  Dietary  Preference  values  (DPs)  were 
assigned,  the  proper  use  factors  could  be  devel- 
oped from  the  formula:  Allowable  Use  Factor  (AUF) 
x  Dietary  Preference  (DP)  =  Proper  Use  Factor 
(PUF). 

Proper  Use  Factor  tables  were  then  assembled 
for  each  major  plant  species  by  animal,  and  season 
of  use.  The  proper  use  factors  were  then  incorpo- 
rated into  the  computer  program. 


Therefore,  if  the  use  is  during  the  spring,  the  total 
usable  vegetation  will  be  low  due  to  the  allowable 
use  factor.  Also  any  area  within  an  allotment  that 
was  identified  as  unsuitable  or  potentially  suitable 
for  livestock  is  not  included  in  the  usable  figure 
and,  if  most  of  the  plants  are  not  the  kind  that  are 
eaten  or  they  are  annuals,  the  usable  pounds 
would  be  a  low  percent  of  the  total  production. 
Thus,  the  percent  usable  vegetation  is  determined 
by  the  kind  and  season  of  animals  using  the  area 
and  types  of  plants  and  amounts  available  for  use. 

The  fifth  paragraph  should  read:  The  pounds  of 
forage  required  by  various  animals  for  one  month 
is:  cattle  780,  horses  900,  mule  deer  103,  antelope 
74,  sheep  150,  elk  374,  moose  674,  and  bighorn 
sheep  116. 

Add  paragraph  nine:  There  are  uncertainties  in- 
herent in  any  inventory  of  and  evaluation  of  vegeta- 
tion, as  it  is  changing  constantly. 
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Land  Treatment 


Last  sentence  should  read:  For  example,  a  treat- 
ment on  loamy  and  sandy  sites  with  5  to  9  inches 
of  percipitation  could  increase  forage  production 
from  250  lbs.  to  400  lbs.  and  change  carrying  ca- 
pacity from  22  acres  per  AUM  to  13  acres  per 
AUM. 


F-4  Table  F1 

See  Revisions  to  Table  F1. 

1-1  Appendix  I 

The  title  of  Appendix  I  should  be  Economics. 


ADDITIONS  TO  BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Gee,  Kerry  C,  and  Danny  L.  Briskey.  1982.  Effects  of  Reduc- 
tions in  Federal  Grazing  Permits  on  Sheep  Ranch  Value  and 
Borrowing  Capacity,  Colorado  State  University  Experiment 
Station,  Fort  Collins,  Bulletin  583S. 

Killough,  John  R.  1977.  Land  Use  and  Environmental  Analysis 
For  the  L.U.  Sheep  Company. 
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REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  Fl 
SUMMARY  OF  STANDARD  VIOLATIONS  AND  USE  IMPAIRMENTS1 


Stream  and/or 
Stream  Segment 

Fifteenmile  Creek 


Problems 

Sediment  loading  to 
Bighorn  River 
causing  fishery  and 
aesthetic 
degradation 


Standard 
Violation 

Yes 


Dates ,  Values 

&  Locations  of 

Stand  Viol. 


EPA  Dates,  Values 
Criteria  Stream  and/or 
Exceeded    Criteria  Exceeded 

Yes    During  any  runoff 
event 


Sources 

Natural  & 
acceler- 
ated 

erosion  of 
Willwood 
Formation 


r-o 


Red  Canyon  Creek 


Turbidity  and  sedi- 
mentation of 
Bighorn  River. 
Possible  effects  on 
fishery  in  Bighorn 
River 


Mo 


Yes    During  runoff  events 
which  deliver  flow  to 
the  Bighorn  River 


Natural 
erosion; 
possible 
over- 
grazing in 
drainage 


^-Data  from  208  Water  Quality  Management  Plan  and  BLM  inventories. 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  ON  THE  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Public  Participation 


The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  involvement 
opportunities  given  to  the  public  and  government 
agencies  during  the  land  use  planning  process  (the 
basis  for  the  proposed  action)  as  well  as  during  EIS 
scoping  and  preparation: 

— In  July,  1976  a  Preplanning  Analysis  was 
begun  as  well  as  a  plan  for  public  participation.  Dis- 
trict advisory  board,  county  commissioners  and  key 
individuals  were  contacted  to  identify  issues. 

—From  1976  through  1980,  BLM  resource  spe- 
cialists contacted  individuals  and  interest  groups  to 
explain  the  planning  process  and  gain  information. 
BLM  contacted  city,  county  and  state  governments, 
other  federal  agencies  and  congressional  delega- 
tions to  keep  them  informed  of  progress  and  seek 
input  on  recommendations.  During  this  period,  a 
number  of  releases  to  local  news  media  were  made 
as  well  as  appearances  by  BLM  on  local  radio  "talk 
shows"  explaining  the  BLM's  planning  process  and 
inviting  input. 

—During  the  same  period  of  1977-1980,  the  BLM 
conducted  intensive  inventories  including  SVIM. 
Several  workshops  were  held  during  this  period  to 
explain  the  inventory  process  to  local  ranchers  and 
other  interested  parties. 

—During  and  following  the  SVIM  inventory  proc- 
ess, individual  ranchers  were  consulted  by  BLM 
about  problems  and  opportunities  in  their  allot- 
ments, updating  of  allotment  files  and  determining 
grazing  suitability.  Input  was  solicited  at  each  of 
these  meetings  for  the  land  use  plan  as  a  whole  as 
well  as  individual  allotments.  All  but  a  few  operators 
were  contacted,  some  of  them  several  times. 

—In  June  1981,  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare 
an  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

—In  July  1981,  the  BLM  issued  a  proposed  ran- 
geland  management  policy  and  it  was  determined 
that  the  Grass  Creek  EIS  would  be  prepared  under 
this  policy.  A  series  of  pubic  meetings  were  held 
throughout  the  Basin  to  explain  the  new  policy  and 
acquire  public  input  into  the  development  of  criteria 
needed  to  categorize  allotments.  The  multiple  use 
advisory  council  was  also  contacted.  Local  realty 
and  financial  institutions  were  contacted  individually 
to  explain  the  new  policy. 

—After  allotments  were  categorized,  livestock 
operators  were  contacted  to  discuss  individual  allot- 
ments. County  governments  and  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  were  kept  informed  during  this  process. 


—In  August  and  September  1981,  the  BLM  Multi- 
ple Use  Advisory  Council  was  involved  in  the  con- 
flict resolution  portion  of  land  use  planning  as  were 
several  interest  groups  and  key  individuals. 

—In  September,  a  public  meeting  was  held  to 
discuss  proposed  multiple  use  recommendations. 
This  was  followed  by  a  series  of  "open  houses"  for 
the  same  purpose  and  the  EIS  scoping  meeting 
was  held. 

—Consultation  with  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
regarding  threatened  and  endangered  species  is 
taking  place. 

Throughout  the  planning  and  EIS  process  numer- 
ous items  of  information  and  comments  were  re- 
ceived from  agencies,  organizations  and  individuals. 
This  information  was  evaluated  and  used  and  the 
written  information  is  being  kept  on  file  at  the  Wor- 
land  District  Office. 


EIS  Review 


A  news  release  was  issued  statewide  announcing 
its  availability.  Two  months  were  provided  for  public 
review. 

The  Draft  Grass  Creek  Grazing  Management  En- 
vironmental Impact  Statement  was  filed  with  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  and  released  to  the 
public  on  April  9,  1982,  and  open  to  comment  until 
June  11,  1982.  The  DEIS  contains  a  list  of  agen- 
cies, organizations,  and  individuals  from  whom 
comments  were  requested. 

All  letters  were  reviewed  and  considered.  Com- 
ments which  raised  questions  or  issues  bearing  di- 
rectly upon  the  environmental  effects  of  the  pro- 
posed action,  presented  new  data,  or  questioned 
facts  and/or  analyses,  are  responded  to  separately. 
Comments  identifying  errors  or  omissions  are  also 
included. 

All  letters  have  been  reproduced  in  this  final,  with 
each  answerable  comment  identified  and  num- 
bered. BLM  responses  are  printed  with  each  of  the 
letters. 

In  most  cases,  only  comments  pertaining  to  the 
adequacy  of  the  DEIS  (i.e.,  the  analysis  as  distinct 
from  the  actions  analyzed)  are  formally  responded 
to  in  this  document.  However,  all  comments  (oral 
and  written),  and  any  new  information  will  be  taken 
into  account  when  the  final  decision  regarding  ran- 
geland  management  is  made. 
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Comments  on  EIS 


The  letters  listed  below  are  in  the  order  they 
were  received  at  the  Worland  District  Office. 

1.  National  Audubon  Society,  Rocky  Mountain  Re- 

gional Office 

2.  Dennis  W.  Jones 

3.  Wildlife  Management  Institute 

4.  Frank  Rhodes 

5.  U.S.   Fish   and  Wildlife   Service,   Billings  Area 

Office 

6.  LU.  Sheep  Company 

7.  Gerald  E.  Geis 

8.  National  Park  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Regional 

Office 

9.  Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance 

10.  Hot   Springs    County    Range    and    Livestock 
Board,  Kirk  Nielsen 

11.  Hot   Springs   County    Range    and    Livestock 
Board,  Joe  Campbell 

12.  Allen  L  Schweighart 

13.  R.J.  Campbell 

14.  Kenneth  W.  Martin 

15.  University  of  Wyoming,  Division  of  Range  Man- 
agement, F.E.  Busby  and  J.  Daniel  Rodgers 

16.  Hot  Springs  County  Sportsman's  Association 

1 7.  Tony  Abstetar 

18.  Hillberry  Cattle  Co.,  Georgie  Hillberry  and  Ever- 
ett Seaton 

19.  Wyoming  Advocates  for  Animals 

20.  Jay  C.  Mathews 

21.  John  Rankine 


22.  Roland  H.  Gilbreath 

23.  Stanley  Pennoyer 

24.  Big  Horn  Basin  Wildlife  Club 

25.  Ed  Cormier 

26.  Ed  Shaffer 

27.  Thomas  Baird 

28.  LaVerne  M.  Nelson,  P.E. 

29.  Matt  M.  Brown 

30.  Anthony  M.  Martinez  and  Betty  Jean  Martinez 

31.  Ranul  Dvarvishkis 

32.  Wyoming  State  Grazing  Board,  Dick  Loper 

33.  Robert  E.  Dohse 

34.  Myron  Jones 

35.  Governor  of  Wyoming,  Ed  Herschler 

36.  Wyoming  Department  of  Agriculture,  Don  Daiss 

37.  Wyoming    Department   of   Agriculture,    Collin 
Fallat 

38.  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

39.  Wyoming  State  Highway  Department 

40.  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission 

41.  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

42.  State  Engineer's  Office 

43.  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 

44.  Calvin  L.  King 

45.  U.S  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region 
VIII 

46.  University  of  Wyoming,  Division  of  Range  Man- 
agement, F.E.  Busby 


Copies  of  all  written  comments  are  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Worland  District  Office. 
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1.1 


April    16,   1982 


Maxwell   T.    Lleurance 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.   Box   1828 

Cheyenne,   Wyoming     82001 


Re:     Grass  Creek  DEIS,   Bighorn  Basin,   Wyoming 

□ear  Mr.   Heurance: 

In   general,   our   regional    office  supports   the  proposed   action   as   being 
a  significantly  better  choice   than   the   other   four   alternatives. 

We  do,   however,   urge  that   1)   extremely  close   attention   be  paid   to   the 

I  nearby  ferret   population  -  within   five  miles,   2)   much   greater  care   and 
concern  be  made   1n  the  management  plan   specifics   for  nongame  wildlife 
species  and  lastly,  that  3}  the  wild  horse  population  be  sustained  at 
approximately  the  present  population  (approximately  250)  rather  than 
reduced  to  the  100  level.     Recognition  of  a  900  pound/month/animal 
forage  allotment  and  shortage  of  available  water  supplies  during 
certain  critical   months   is   to  be  commended   and  proper  management 
■■*—- 1  must  be  made  on  this  basis. 


ibert  K.  Turner 
Regional  Vice  President 


AMERICANS  COMMITTED  TO  CONSERVATION 


RECEIVED 
JW12V2 


2 

May   11,    1962 


2.1 

2.2 
2.3 

2.4 
2.5 


I  Of  Land  Management 
Sox  119 
Worland,  Wyoming  82401 

Dear  sirs; 

I  have  need  of  clarification  and/or  correction  of  several  items 
that  caught  my  attention  in  the  drift  Els. 

The  antelope  distribution  map  indicates  that  Allotment  2533,  is 
in  General 'Summer  Use  Area,   In  approximately  40  years  of  obser- 
vation, I  have  never  seen  antelope  in  this  Allotment.   This  Al- 
lotment adjoins  the  Wind  River  Indian  Reservation  and  very  few 
antelope  survive  their  year  around  hunting. 

Ecological  complex  map  indicates  riparian  for  Red  Canyon  Creek. 
Water  seldom  runs  in  Allotment  2538,  except  during  heavy  thunder- 
storms.  I  do  not  feel  riparian  should  refer  to  dry  stream  beds. 
Also,    this  Allotment  is  only  used  from  November  thru  February 
and  I  do  not  believe  much  damage  could  be  done  to  the  creek  banks. 
Season  of  use  is  listed  wrong  for  this  Allotment,  as  indicated  on 
page  B-4,  Appendix  B.   I  also  doubt  the  validity  of  the  statement 
made  on  page  F-4 ,  Appendix  F,  "natural  erosion  accelerated  by 
over-grazing".   The  sheer  rim-rocks  and  steep  slope  on  the  North 
aide  of  Red  Canyon  Creek  offer  nothing  to  hold  thunderstorm  run- 
off back.  And,  they  are  too  steep,  according  to  your  criteria, 
for  gracing.  I  would  wager  that  the  profile  of  these  Red  Rims 
has  changed  very  little  since  they  were  formed  by  the  glaciers. 
Table  F-l  also  states  that  EPA  criteria  is  exceeded  "During  any 
rainstorm".   I  need  a  definition  of  rainstorm. 

Cn  page  A-S ,  Appendix  A,  total  usable  vegetation  is  only  22  1/3% 
of  total  production  or  28  2/31  of  grasses.   This  either  needs 

re-evaluated  or  explained  ,  so  I  can  understand  it.   I  would  also 
like  to  know  if  cactus,  soap  weed  and  other  similar  plants  are 
part  of  usable  vegetation. 


2.6  l0n  Pd9e  A-e»  Appendix  A,  I  need  an  explanation  of  the  numbers. 

Referring  to  page  C-10,  Appendix  C,  there  is  very  seldom  any 
natural  water  in  this  Allotment.   Any  increase  in  deer  numbers 
would  put  more  pressure  on  irrigated  farm  lands  on  the  West  sld. 
of  the  Big  Horn  River,  as  the  deer  would  normally  go  there  to 
drink.  3 

I  would  be  glad  to  meet  with  you  at  any  time,  to  clarify  the 
questions  and  discrepancies  noted  above. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis    W.   ^onea 
Box  871 

Thermopolls ,    Wyo. 
cci      rtange  Users  32443 

Hot   Springs  Co. 
itange  &   Livestock   liuard 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  1 


1.1  We  are  aware  that  there  are  impacts  to  non- 
game  animals,  but  we  have  no  data  to  substantiate 
the  significance  of  these  impacts.  For  the  purposes 
of  this  analysis,  we  assume  they  are  insignificant. 
Recommendations  for  management  of  non-game 
species  are  made  in  the  MFP. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  2 


2.1  The  distribution  map  indicates  general  occur- 
rence only.  Typical  antelope  habitat  occurs  here, 
and  antelope  are  found  in  adjacent  allotments. 
Transient  antelope  may  use  this  area,  and  future 
monitoring  should  either  confirm  or  refute  this.  Ap- 
pendix C  (page  C-10)  does  not  indicate  any  ante- 
lope management  objectives  (either  present  or 
future)  for  this  allotment. 

2.2  Red  Canyon  Creek  meets  the  definition  given  in 
the  glossary  of  being  a  riparian  zone.  Within  Allot- 
ment 2538,  there  is  a  continuous  narrow  band  of 
stream  channel  associated  grasses  and  forbs.  Nar- 
rowleaf  and  plains  cottonwood  and  willow  are  es- 
tablished at  intervals  along  the  creek.  Two  species 
of  rush  are  established  in  the  upper  end  of  the  al- 
lotment. Natural  flow  from  upstream  springs  was 
reaching  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  21  on 
May  26,  1 982  ,(BLM  observation).  Later  in  the  year, 
the  channel  no  doubt  dries  up  further  upstream  and 
only  flows  during  rainstorms.  Although  winter  use  of 
streams  by  livestock  is  considered  least  detrimen- 
tal, concentrated  use  does  affect  the  stream  chan- 
nel. In  Allotments  2538  and  2539,  livestock  use  on 
cottonwood  and  willow  seedlings  is  preventing 
them  from  maturing.  It  also  appears  that  the  banks 
have  been  affected  by  past  livestock  use  on  Red 
Canyon  Creek. 
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2.3  See  Text  Revision  page  B-4,  Appendix  B. 

2.4  BLM  is  required  by  law  to  consider  planning 
documents  of  other  state,  city,  and  county  agen- 
cies. BLM  did  not  collect  water  quality  data  on  Red 
Canyon  Creek,  it  came  from  assessments  within 
the  Big  Horn  Basin  208  Water  Quality  Management 
Plan,  Regional  Planning  Office  1 979.  Also,  see  Text 
Revision  Appendix  F,  page  F-4,  Red  Canyon  Creek. 

2.5  See  Text  Revision  page  D-18,  Appendix  D.  Ex- 
planation of  supply  data  contained  in  Appendix  A, 
Table  A1,  pages  A-1  through  A-5,  was  included  in 
Appendix  D,  pages  D-18  to  D-20,  to  give  a  brief  ex- 
planation of  the  SVIM  inventory  from  which  the  fig- 
ures were  taken. 

2.6  Table  A2  is  pounds  of  forage  demand  by  alter- 
natives. Refer  to  page  A-1 5  for  explanation  of 
methodology  for  Table  A2.  Two  hundred  AUMs  on 
the  Allotment  2358  times  780  Ibs/AUM  would  be 
156,000  lbs.  of  forage.  The  SVIM  inventory  came 
out  with  338,000  lbs.  for  livestock  for  the  6/1-9/30, 
and  11/1-3/31  season  (Alternative  4).  With  only 
winter  use,  the  forage  requirement  would  be  re- 
duced to  550  Ibs/AUM. 


Wildlife  Management  Institute 


1.  LVC.  20005  ■   202  '147-177* 


Mr.    John   Moorhouse 

Tenm  Leader 

Bureau  of   Land  Management 

Box   119 

Worland,  Wyoming  B24CH 

Dear  Mr.  Hoorhousc: 
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l    CRASS   CREEK 


3.1 

3.2 


The  plan  has  several  seriouB  deficiencies  for  wildlife  and  needs 
:  if  wildlife  Is  to  receive  its  proper  place  as  a  major  multiple  use  c 
the  public  lands- 

Much  of  the  wildlife  management  is  based  on  assumptions;  th?.re  are  fei. 
details  on  how  the  land  will  be  actually  managed.   Merely  leaving  AUM's  for  wile 
life  does  not  consider  seasonal  needs  or  quality  of  forage  left  for  wildlife, 
especially  since  no  special  protection  is  to  be  given  the  winter  ranges. 

The  more  we  review  plans  based  on  I,  M  and  C  classes  of  allotments,  (1 
more  concerned  we  are  that  money  and  monitoring  cannot  help  but  be  devoted  to  tl 
Improvement  lands.   The  M  and  C  will  be  allowed  to  go  "as  is"  even  though  they 
|  could  be  the  most  valuable  wildlife  lands  In  the  area- 


Much  of  the  antelope,  i 
BB  and  95  will  continui 
the  public  land,  more  i 


:,  bigho. 
i  decline 
!  be  done 


i.TtlKfnctory. 

i  outlined  on  pages 

multiple  users  of 


3.3 


3.4 


Riparian  management  is  one  of  the  serious, 
To  allow  a  continued  decline  of  riparian  vegetation  I 
acceptable,  (p.  SO} 

The  entire  plan  will  be  based  on  AMP's  to  \ 
future.  These  are  usually  prepared  by  the  youngest, 
[Conservationists  In  the  agency.  Without  detail  on  g 
|  is  impossible  to  predict  effects. 

Future  actlona,  including  livestock  reduce 
torlng.  In  face  of  reduced  personnel  and  budgets,  i 
that  the  required  kinds  of  monitoring  can  be  accompl 
coat  and  who  will  do  It  and  on  what  lands?  A  better 
is  given  on  page  16. 

DfDICATln  TO  WILDUFl  S'NCf  7' 


rill  be  based  c 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  3 


3.1  The  AUMs  that  are  identified  for  wildlife  in  all 
alternatives  incorporate:  (1)  forage  consumption 
rates  by  species  for  wildlife,  (2)  seasonal  diets  by 
species  of  wildlife,  and  (3)  seasonal  distribution  by 
species  of  wildlife.  Refer  to  the  pages  11,  14,  and 
15  of  the  DEIS  describing  provisions  for  rest  pas- 
tures in  elk  and  antelope  winter  ranges  as  part  of 
the  proposed  action. 

3.2  "M"  and  "C"  category  allotments  can  be 
moved  to  an  "I"  category  if  monitoring  indicates 
that  significant  wildlife  conflicts  are  occurring  and  if 
the  opportunity  exists  for  management  to  improve 
the  situation.  Suspected  conflict  areas  will  be  a  pri- 
ority for  wildlife  monitoring,  regardless  of  the  allot- 
ment category. 

3.3  The  worst  case  analysis  was  used  to  predict  ef- 
fects of  grazing  systems  because  we  did  not  have 
the  detail  of  each  allotment  to  make  specific  allot- 
ment assessments  in  the  EIS  (see  the  introduction 
on  page  71).  Also,  as  stated  on  page  2,  subse- 
quent environmental  assessments  will  be  prepared 
at  the  allotment  management  plan  level,  or  on 
other  individual  actions  as  needed  (e.g.  range  im- 
provements). 

3.4  Monitoring  program  will  be  labor  intensive, 
therefore,  available  work  months  will  be  committed 
to  the  high  priority  "I"  allotments  first.  This  was  one 
of  the  reasons  for  the  new  categorization  policy. 
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Mr.   John  Moorhouse 


3.5 

3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3.9 


A  bettor  description  of  the  summary  document  is  needed  than  is  provided 
on  pagea  34  and  109.   Unless  the  final  decision  is  reasonably  close  to  the  pre- 
ferred alternative  of  the  final  EIS,  an  additional  public  review  period  should 
be  provided.   Combining  items  from  several  alternatives  into  a  new  plan  does  not 
meet  the  public  review  intent  of  the  law. 


apecific 


follow. 


Pagea  S-4 ,  S-5,  and  Page  63.  Wildlife  considered  limited  to  major  name 
species  and  threatened  and  endangered  species.  Non-game  should  be  considered  and 
Statements  on  existing  and  planned  vegetative  diversity  should  be  included. 

Page  10-MFP,  Somewhere,  sources  of  data  and  results  of  the  various 
grazing  systems  on  riparian  areas  should  be  included.  He  were  unable  to  find 
|uhat  affect  can  be  expected  on  riparian  shrubs  by  the  systema  to  be  adopted. 

I  Page  31,  Right  Column,  2nd  Paragraph.  What  is  the  assumption  that 
"forage  will  be  available  to  meet  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Strategic  Plan  Coals" 
(Joes  not  prove  to  be  true? 

Page  79.  Continued  decline  of  riparian  vegetation  on  M  and  C  allot- 
ments is  not  satisfactory. 

I         Page  36.   Limiting  "adverse  impacts"  to  wildlife  only  to  changes  from 
the  present  condition  is  not  a  realistic  definition.   Past  grazing  practices  that 
Ihove  created  preaent  conditions  should  also  be  considered. 

These  remarks  have  been  coordinated  with  William  B.  Morse,  the  Institute 
Western  Representative. 


si nee rely. 


3.5  This  document  was  prepared  in  accord  with 
Section  1505.1(e)  of  the  CEQ  regulations  which  re- 
quires that  the  alternatives  considered  by  the  deci- 
sion maker  are  encompassed  by  the  range  of  alter- 
natives discussed  in  the  document.  Any  decision 
made  beyond  the  scope  of  these  alternatives  would 
be  subject  to  further  environmental  and  public 
review.  The  Rangeland  Program  Summary  includes 
a  public  review  period. 

3.6  See  Response  1.1.  Each  planned  action  will 
have  to  be  considered  independently  in  regard  to 
the  affect  on  vegetative  diversity  (see  Table  H-2). 

3.7  See  the  explanation  in  Appendix  D,  pages  D-21 
and  D-22.  Also  see  pages  79,  80,  and  85  in  the 
text. 

3.8  If  monitoring  shows  that  forage  is  not  available 
to  meet  Wyoming  Game  &  Fish  Department  goals, 
but  the  potential  exists  to  meet  these  goals  through 
management,  then  the  management  scheme  will  be 
changed  to  provide  that  forage.  If  the  potential 
does  not  exist  to  provide  that  forage  through  man- 
agement action,  then  BLM  will  notify  the  G&F  who 
may  then  adjust  the  wildlife  strategic  plan  goals. 

3.9  See  Tables  3-9  through  3-14.  Data  footnoted 
with  #5  explains  ongoing  impacts.  The  causes  of 
past  impacts  were  used  to  help  assess  the  antici- 
pated wildlife  impacts. 


n«.  ....  tH  ••.••J  >'  H  r> ...-.'a.". 

4.2  I  Ji         Uoin,.     It  .*»,,«     I..,    ..~,l    *-.,.  A.  A-.J     .1 

/..,,    2    t.JJ.T     b.     ••Jj     »*»     r»  ***' 
,11  IM     \h   f  <»«,•„,  •toil,. 

4.4  1        tU       iih    M,»«    «M<  t.J  i"...  J.J  .'.., 

.tit.*    *t     «..t:.(rt.yi'   '"*     *l"T     «■    l"e   <=•• 
:r(...   'tL*    —T    ,r.»   .r    ..f..»J     f.     ,.   f..r.A    / 


4.3 


«•  Hill  f>d  «.t   «.   /./< 


Til/,   .41     /fl.ll., 


•  -j       »~J      <(..«»t 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  4 


4.1  There  are  small  areas  on  the  allotments  which 
could  be  treated.  See  text  revision,  page  27.  Treat- 
ments will  be  identified  and  planned  in  the  allot- 
ment management  plan  based  on  specific  allotment 
objectives. 

4.2  See  revised  Table  1-7.  The  data  are  used  for 
analysis  only.  Actual  forage  supply  will  be  deter- 
mined by  monitoring.  The  "M  &  C"  supply  is  only 
an  assumption  and  the  "I"  supply  is  based  on  pre- 
liminary forage  inventory  data. 

4.3  See  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix  D. 

4.4  See  text  revision  to  Table  B2. 

4.5  See  text  revisions  for  page  C-10.  BLM  and  G&F 
personnel  met  in  late  1979  to  estimate  both  pres- 
ent population  and  future  goal  number  of  animals 
per  allotment.  Cal  King  (G&F)  was  instrumental  in 
this  effort.  The  estimates  are  based  on  Game  and 
Fish  Department  data  collected  over  a  period  of 
years,  as  well  as  data  collected  by  BLM  during 
1978  and  1979  inventories.  Seasonal  wildlife  actual 
use  monitoring  has  occurred  since  that  time.  Future 
monitoring  should  help  verify  actual  wildlife  use  in 
the  EIS  area. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Billings  Area  Office 
Federal   Building,   Room  3035 
316  North  26th  Street 
Billings,  Montana  59101-1396 

June  1,  1982 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  John  Moorhouse,  Team  Leader,  BLM,  Worland.   WT 

FROM:  Area  Manager,  USFWS.   Billings,  HT  (ES) 


We  have  reviewed   the  subject  document.     The  following  constitute  the 
informal  comments  of  the  U.S.   Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

In  general,  the  draft  1s  adequately  prepared  and  sufficiently  describes 
the  existing  environment  and  expected   impacts.     However,  we  find  the 
expected   impacts  on  wildlife   to  be  very  disturbing.     For  example,  according 
to  tables  3-9,  3-11,   3-13,   and  3-14,  only  Alternative  2   (no  livestock 
grazing)  and  Alternative  4   (manage   for  other  grazing  uses)  would  benefit 
wildlife.     The  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  1  (no  change)  and  3 
(optimize  livestock  grazing)  would  result  1n  a  further  decline  In 
wildlife  and  habitat  conditions.     We  feel  that  we  have  no  choice  but  to 
recommend  against  adoption  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  that  either  Alterna- 
tive 2  or  Alternative  4  be  adopted.     Another  option  would   be   the  formula- 
tion of  a  new  alternative  which  would  incorporate  some  of  the  wildlife 
improvement  measures  contained   1n  Alternatives  2  and  4. 

Another  major  concern  is  the  condition  of  riparian-wetland  habitat  In 
the  EIS  area.     On  page  61  of  the  DEIS,  1t  is  stated  that  riparian  habitat 
associated  with  perennial  streams  1s  1n  generally  poor  condition  with 
only  20  percent  being  1n  good  condition.     About  60  percent  of  the  reservoir 
R<.     [sites  that  were  evaluated  had  poor  wetland  vegetation  (page  63).     Although 
3-1     lit  Is  stated  on  page  6l  that  intermittent  streams  contain  ten  times  the 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  5 


5.1  Condition  and  trend  of  riparian  habitat  along  in- 
termittent streams  is  generally  the  same  as  dis- 
cussed for  perennial  streams. 

5.2  If  the  proposal  is  adopted  wetland/riparian 
areas  would  generally  continue  to  degrade  during 
the  initial  monitoring  period  (page  85),  but  improve- 
ments would  be  expected  after  five  years  as  typical 
grazing  systems  are  implemented  on  "I"  category 
allotments  and  special  wetland/riparian  manage- 
ment practices  are  implemented  where  needed  to 
achieve  specific  goals.  If  significant  degradation  in 
wetland/riparian  areas  is  identified  in  "M"  and  "C" 
category  allotments,  they  can  be  changed  to  "I" 
category  and  the  degradation  problem  addressed  if 
management  opportunities  exist  (page  6,  RM1.1,  4; 
page  7,  RM2.1,  4  and  5;  and  RM2.2,  3). 

5.3  See  page  53  of  the  EIS  for  reference  to  HMP 
development  in  wildlife  recommendation  #5.8.  Big- 
horn sheep  habitats  do  fall  into  the  first  priority  for 
an  HMP. 

5.4  See  Text  Revision  for  page  64. 


amount  of  wetland  habitat  that  perennial  streams  do,  no  mention  is  made 
of  the  condition  of  this  habitat.     As  you  are  aware,  wetland-riparian 
areas  generally  represent  the  most  important  habitats  available  to  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  yet  under  the  Proposed  Action  there  will  continue 
to  be  a  decline  of  riparian  vegetation  1n  the  "M"  and  "C"  allotments 
(page  50).     These  allotments   ("M"  and  "C")   represent  about   35  percent  of 
the  entire  EIS  area  on  which  nothing  would  be  done  to  prevent   the  further 
decline  of  riparian  habitat. 

As  you   know,   the  BLM  has   recognized   the  importance  of  riparian-wetland 
habitat,  and  special  emphasis  has  been  given  to  the  protection  and 
enhancement  of  these  areas,   1n   terms  of  general   policy.      On  February  5, 
1980,  the  ELM  published  In  the  Federal  Register  (Vol.  45,  No.  25,  pages 
7889-7895),  Final  Guidelines;  Wetlands-Riparian  Area  Protection  and 
Management;   Policy  and  Protection  Procedures.     Therein   1t   is  stated   that 
"Riparian  areas  which  presently  or  potentially  support  broad-leaf 
vegetation   1n  arid  and   Sem1-ar1d  ecosystems  are  of  special   management 
concern"   (emphasis  added).     One  of  the  stated  objectives   is   to  "Im- 
plement a  management  system  to  protect,  maintain,  and  enhance  all  wetland- 
riparian  areas  administered  by  BLM."     The  guidelines  further  state  that 
BLM  policy  will   be  to  "Avoid   the   long  and   short-term  adverse   impacts 
associated  with  the  destruction,  loss  or  degradation  of  wetland-riparian 
areas"...   and   "Preserve  and  enhance   the  natural   and  beneficial   values   of 
wetland-riparian  areas  which  may   Include  constraining  or  excluding   those 
uses  that  cause  significant,  long-term  ecological  damage."     Having 

[reviewed   the  Grass  Creek  DEIS,  we  do  not  believe   that  these  guidelines 
C   5    were  adequately  observed.     We  recommend  that,  during   preparation  of  the 
Final   EIS  and   selection  of  an  alternative,  more  adequate  attention  be 

(given   to  wetland-riparian  habitat  needs. 

Another  area  of  concern  Is  the  67  percent  reduction   1n  carrying  capacity 

for  bighorn  sheep  anticipated   to  occur  under  the  proposed  action.      Since 
C   o     only  a   small   portion  of  the  overall   area   Is  utilized   by  bighorn  sheep, 
-'■ J    we  recommend  that  BLM  develop  and  Implement  a  wildlife  habitat  management 

plan  as  part  of  the  proposed  action  that  is  designed  to  improve  range 

carrying  capacity  for  this  species. 

Regarding  endangered  species,  we  were  unable  to  find  any  mention  of  the 
peregrine  falcon  1n  your  draft.     Our  list  Of  endangered   species,   sent  to 
5  I      you  on  February  5,   1982,   included   this  species,  as  well   as   the  bald 
eagle  and  black-footed  ferret.     We  feel  that  the  draft  should  reflect 
the  fact  that  the  consultation  process  does   include  the  peregrine 
falcon.     We  await   the  receipt  of  your  biological   assessment  on   these 
three  species. 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity   to  comment  on  the  DEIS  and  sincerely  hope 
the  Final   EIS  will    reflect  more  consideration  for  the  protection  of  fish  i 
wildlife  resources. 


U& 


cc:     Wyoming  State  Director,   BLM,   Cheyenne,  WY 

Director,  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,   Cheyenne,   WY 

USFWS/ES,  Washington  D.C. 

USFWS/OEC.  Washington  D.C. 

Regional   Director.  USFWS,   Denver.   CO   (EM) 
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In  1773,  when  the  BLM  was  starting  their  Challls, 
Idaho,  EIS,  and  starting  to  try  to  plan  this  Grass  Creek 
EIS,  we  started  our  crnm  EIS,  entitled  'LAND  USE  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS  FOR  THE  L.  U.  SHEEP  COMPANY',  by 
John  R.  Killough,  Land  U*n  Consultants  a  copy  of  which  Is 
enclosed.  It  is  interesting  to  compare  the  two  efforts. 

The  L.U.  ranch  area  consists  of  about  148,1300  acres 
within  the  total  Grass  Creek  EIS  area  of  about  1,264,000 

acres,  or  about  12"/.. 

The  L.U.  EIS  effort  cost  *B,00B.,  including  the  first 
printing.  Proportionately,  the  BLM  EIS  should  have  cost 
*67,0B0.  Instead,  it  cost  well  beyond  a  million  dollars. 

fir .  Ki  1  lough  covered  the  range  by  himself,  in  his 
pickup  and  on  foot.  With  his  well-trained  ewe  he  observed 
the  land,  the  vegetation,  and  the  grazing  habits  and 
movements  of  the  livestock  and  wildlife.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  FLM  had  hordes  (70  or  more)  of  college  students  with 
Just  i.iso  weeks  o*  training,  covering  the  range  in  pickups, 
on  motor  scooters,  and  one  summer  with  an  expensive 
helicopter.  They  compiled  a  gigantic  mass  of  figures  which 
ihi-i  fed  through  a    computer  with  untried  programming.  It 
uas  easy  for  me  to  spot  numerous  errors  in  the  resulting 
pr  int-outsi  because  I  have  aome  computer  background.  (It  is 
inconceivable  to  me  that  anyone  would  try  to  portray  the 
living  land  as  a  set  of  figures.) 


pare  Mr.  Kil lough's  background 

back  cover)  with  the  list  of 
s  112  &  113  of  the  BLM  EIS). 


It  is  noteworthy  to 
(which  is  found  on  the  L. 
BLM  Preparer,  (found  cm  p, 

The  L.U.  was  extremely  fortunate  to  obtain  t he- 
services  of  John  Klllough,  a  very  successful  and  respected 
BLM  employee,  who  retired  and  lives  in  Norland.  He  is 
highly  intelligent,  qualified,  and  ethical.  He  Is  a 
recognized  author  1 ty  on  range  management  and  improvement, 
as  evidenced  by  his  Meritorious  Service  Award  by  Rogers 
Morton,  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  His  extensive  career 
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eluded    being    District    Manager     in    Norland    in    the    late 
40' s    when    he    became    familiar    with    the    L    U    range    at    th. 
ne    Lind    uia£     ahl  e     to     rnrtict  jr-tJ     if     tn     i  * ■     nr>n«An4-     rnp^^im 


I     Chief     O 

Ihief    of 

!  ELM'S  Grazi 
lerience  in  m 

about  57.  i 


irccs  in  both  Wyoming 


jnd  of 


tUt  93*/.  of  t 
I  EIS  and  is 


irehers  reveals 


)f  the  grazing.  The.  _  . 
;  Management  background  which 
graring.  This  bias  is  evident 
Dst  evident  in  the  Management 

the  EIS  the  BLM  says  that  they 
i  but  a  recent  questionnaire  to 
3  be  almost  completely  false. 
las  done  after  they  had 


I  tell  t 
Mow  1< 


[  up  their  minds. 

.lough  did  his  EIS  in  two  years.  The  BLM  has 
years  and  they  still  are  not  finished.  Even 
ig  these  seven  years  they  woul  d  not  all  qui  any 
•ements,  anywhere.  Seven  wasted,  frustrating, 
i  years  for  the  ranchers  (and  the  ELM  too).  Now 
.  that  range  improvements  are  needed!  Everyone 
iwn  that  for  seven  years  or  more. 


la 


iPla 


;  di  f f erence  in  the  way  of  judging 
ng  capacity.  Mr.  Killough  used 


highly-accepted,  standard  method  of  having  a  knowledgable 
and  experienced  person  look  at  the  range,  rather  than 
having  inewper  ienced  people  compile  a  mass  of  figures  and 
statistics  which  are  extensively  calculated  and  then  are 
subject  to  massive  errors  and  omissions. 

For  illustration,  on  page  15,  Mr.  Killough  state*,  "I 
have  been  personally  familiar  with  the  rangelands  in  the 
Big  Horn  Basin  since  1948.  As  an  employee  of  the  U.  5. 

i   Management,  I  was  involved  in  range  surveys, 

of  the  public  lands  from  194S 

.tie  the 


ange  analysis  and 
5.  I  had 
itilized 


trough  1953.  I  had  numerous  occasions  to  examine  the 
rangelands  utilized  by  the  L.  U.  Sheep  Company  as  well  as 

those    of     the     nuiahhorino     ranrh«e     ringing     this    Period.     For 


the  past 


I 


>ent  a  great  deal  of  tim_ 
■  lands  as  a  private  consultant.  The 
eliminations  have  revealed  substantial  improvement  in  r. 
conditions  throughout  the  ranch.  While  some  areas  have 
improved  more  than  others  and  there  are  still  problem 
areas,  there  h^vts    been  drastic  changes  for  the  better, 
the  late  40' s  and  early  50's,  erosion  was  rampant 
throughout  the  area  as  evidenced  by  numerous  raui    gulliei 


6.1 


hummocked  plants  and  bare  exposed  soi Is  between  plants.  Now 
most  of  the  gullies  have  healed  and  many  of  the  bottoms  are 
producing  lush  stands  of  grass.  Where.it  was  once  difficult 
to  mail:  because  of  rills  and  hummock  bo"  plants,  it  is  now 

:kup.  The  numberous  barren  bedgrounds 


new  bedgrounds  a 


e  evident.  Where  there  was  no  surface 
generally  abundant.  Many  desirable  plant 
species  such  as  winterfat  were  difficult  to  find  at  all, 
But  now  are  common.  Seed  production  was  negligible  and  in 
many  locations  it  appeared  that  rcseeding  would  be 
necessary  to  reestablish  desirable  forage  plants.  Now  seed 
is  being  produced  in  most  areas  and  seedl ings  »re  evident. 
Forage  producing  plants  are    not  Just  existing  but  are 

growing  vigorously My  observations  cover  a  period  Of 

about  29  years," 


I  your  BLM  EIS  uses  an  5CS  method,  as 
type  is  visually  selected  and  a  long 
llf  the  crew  doesn't  like  the  rancher 


&n  the  other  hai 
understand  it.  Soi 


lisregarded 


rimrocks  Or  cliffs,  and  through  dense 
ey  detsrmined  to  be  In  Poor  grazing 
then  visual ly  determined  the  species  of 
red  them  to  the  SC5  standard  which  is  ba 
cally  UNGRADED  or  UNUSED  site  situation. 
s  which  they  think  shouldn't  be  there  is 


la 


use  UNGRAZED 


ed  to  li 


hot 


If  the  crew  visually  declares  a  soil  site  to  be  one 
kind  and  it  actually  is  another  kind,  they  can  disregard 
half  of  the  vegetation,  as  they  did  with  us.  If  they 
visually  determine  a  grass  species  to  be  a  different  grass 
species,  they  can  also  disregard  half  of  the  vegetation,  as 
they  did  with  us.  I  checked  about  a  dozen  line  transects  in 
the  BLM  office  and  the  errors  on  all  but  one  were  so 
apparent  and  drastic  that  it  was  really  pitiful.  The  crews 
also  visually  inspected  the  plants,  visually  determined 
their  stage  of  growth,  visually  detsrmined  if  they  had  been 
grazed  and  to  what  extent,  clipped  and  weighed  the  plants, 
factored  it  for  dryness,  then  it  was  factored  for  average 
precipitation  and  factored  for  everything  else  in  the 
□ffice.  Ey  the  time  everything  was  factored  and  the 
mistakes  were  compounded  the  BLM  wound  up  with  an  inferior 
EIS. 


But  th 


of  it  all  is  that  all  of  the  important, 
ted  observations  that  Mr.  Killough 
'ere  completely  ignored  by  the  BLM.  To 
«,  computations,  and  reports,  are  more 
land  itself.  I  have  good  reason  to  havi 


FtlSPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  6 


6.1  All  transects  were  randomly  selected  to  avoid 
bias.  AH  the  various  range  sites  and  condition 
classes  were  sampled  by  allotment. 
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Mr.  Killough  goes  on  to  rate  each  pasture  condition. 
He  rates  most  of  our  pastures  as  good,  with  some  high  fail 
and  some  excellent.  Trend  is  either  upward  or  static. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  BLM  EIS  rates  our  Allotments  , 

tallows! 

Winter  Allotment,  060*,  page  D-8,  757.  Good,  257.  Fair 
■M"  Category,  Static  Trend.  Comparing  Total  Usable 
Vegetation  of  3642  on  page  A-3  with  Proposed  Action  on  pa' 
A-7  of  5731  (Total  of  Livestock,  Wildlife,  &  Wild  Horses) 
and  f iquring  the  cut  mould  only  be  on  the  livestock,  the 
apparent  recommendation  would  be  a  407.  CUT.  This  doesn't 


ring  Allotment,  0605,  page  0-10,  mostly  FAIR 
on,  "I"  Category,  Static  Trend.  Comparing  Total 
Usable  Vegetation  of  4229  an  page  A-3  with  Proposed  Actii 
on  page  A-10  of  6636  Total,  and  figuring  the  cut  would  o. 

407.  CUT.  This  also  doesn't  make  cense. 


Summer  Allotment,  0606,  page  D-12,  mostly  FAIR 
condition  (uiith  only  17.  Good),  also  *I*  Category,  mostly 
Unclassified  Trend  (can't  they  elassi  f y  the  trend  when  they 
are  determining  Condition?)  Comparing  Total  Usable 
Vegetation  of  4140  or  page  A-3  with  Proposed  Action  on  page 
A-10  of  10253  Total,  and  figuring  the  cut  would  only  be  on 
the  livestock,  the  apparent  recommendation  would  be  a  63* 
CUT.  In  other  words,  WE  ARE  GRAZING  THREE  TIMES  THE 
LIVESTOCK  THAT  WE  SHOULD  EE  GRAZING.  THAT  IS  ABSOLUTELY 
IMPOSSIBLE!  Doesn't  anyone  at  the  BLM  have  enough  feel  for 
the  land  and  for  mathematics  that  they  can  spot  these 
obvious  errors? 

Putting  all  our  Allotments  together  BLM  figures  would 
suggest  an  OVERALL  507  CUT.  IN  OTHER  WORDS,  WE  ARE  RUNNING 
TWICE  THE  LIVESTOCK  THAT  WE  SHOULD,  WHILE  MAINTAINING  A 
FAIR  TO  GOOD  RANGE  CONDITION.  I  shake  my  head  in  disbelief 


Based  upon  my  many  years  of  knowledge  and  exper ience 
with  Range  and  Livestock  Management,  and  Mr.  mi  lough's 
excellent  EI5<  I  again  request  that  these  three  L  U  Sheep 
Company  Allotments  be  placed  in  the  "M"  Category  because 
they  meet  the  *M*  category  requirements  listed  on  Page  17. 


r 

I  further  request  that  the  BLM  do  all  of  their 

Monitoring  on  their  own  lands,  and  not  on  our  State  leases 

and  private  lands.  I  realize  that  the  BLM  has  the  authority 

to  check  our  cammensurabi 1 i ty  on  our  base  lands,  but  I 

strongly  feel  that  they  exceed  their  authority  when  they 

place  Condition  Class  and  Trend  on  land  which  is  not 

theirs.  Furthermore,  I  think  that  they  make  far  too  many 

errors. 

All  Of  the  BLM  errors  are  summed  up  and  totaled  on 

page  33.  Please  examine  the  "I-  Category,  including  the 

Note  2/  below.  Total  Livestock  Demand  is  90,004.  Supply  is 

3B.015,  less  8209  Wildlife,  and  less  865  (it  is  979  on  page 

6.2 

A-ll)  for  Wild  Horses,  leaving  a  net  Supply  for  Livestock 

Of  29,&fai.  In  other  words,  your  figures  indicate  that  all 

of  your  "I"  categories  are  running  almost  three  times  the 

livestock  that  they  should,  according  to  your  calculations 

which  Are    based  upon  307.  utilization.  Your  figures  are 

utterly  impossible,  and  show  no  sense. 

Since  we  have  been  discussing  Wildlife,  let's  turn  to 

page  C-10  and  Note  2/  which  says  "Numbers  in  (  >  indicate 

1977  wildlife  numbers."  Cal  King,  Big  Game  Biologist, 

Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Commission,  told  our  Group  of  Grass 

6.3 

Creek  Area  ranchers  that  he  prepared  the  figures  for  the 

ELM.  He  said  that  the  Elk  and  Antelope  figures  for  1979 

would  be  about  right, 'but  that  the  deer  figures  are.  for 

1963-1965.  Since  that  time  most  of  the  deer  in  the  area 

have  disappeared,  so  that  only  107.  of  those  figures  would 

be  correct  today.  This  is  a  marked  discrepancy  in  your 

Wildlife  figures,  with  907.  of  the  deer  gone. 

Mr.  Killough's  EIS  is  very  easy  to  read  and 

understand.  On  the  other  hand  the  BLM  EIS  is  deliberately 

difficult  —  if  not  impossible — to  read  and  understand.  They 

display  far  more  vocabulary  than  understanding  of  the  land. 

They  deal  in  pounds  of  forage  and  AUM's  indiscriminately  in 

order  to  add  to  the  confusion.  The  glossary  does  not 

contain  a  lot  of  the  difficult  words  being  used.  The 

6.4 

long-standing  definition  of  the  word  'demand*  is  changed  in 

this  book.  Preference  and  use  are  used  interchangably.  The 

word  "use"  includes  active  non-use  but  does  not  include 

suspended  non-use.  And  so  on. 

Now  let's  deal  strictly  with  the  BLM  EIS.  The, 

Management  Framework  Plan  Recommendat ions  on  pages  6 

through  13  were  designed  by  wildlife  people  who  give 

wildlife  top  priority  and  disregard  livestock  needs.  The 

fences  recommended  will  not  work  for  livestock  and  are 

against  Wyoming  State  laws.  Every  recommendation  shows  no 

6.5 

input  from  the  ranchers.  The  sheep  fences  will  not  hold 

sheared  sheep,  and  the  cattle  fences  will  not  hold  cattle 

in  many  areas.  The  recommendations  are    dictatorial  in 

concept  with  no  regard  for  the  rancher  and  the  livestock. 

Consultation  to  the  ELM  means  secret  meetings  within  the 

6.2  Supply  figures  came  from  preliminary  outputs 
from  SVIM  inventory  and  were  used  to  compare 
various  alternatives  in  the  DEIS.  Monitoring  data  in- 
cluding actual  use,  precipitation,  utilization,  and 
long-term  trend  will  be  used  in  making  any  adjust- 
ments in  livestock  use. 

6.3  See  Response  4.5. 

6.4  We  made  an  effort  to  keep  the  analysis  to 
pounds  of  vegetation  due  to  the  differences  in 
animal  requirements  which  makes  it  confusing  to  try 
to  compare  wildlife  AUMs  to  livestock  or  horse 
AUMs.  The  economic  analysis  required  using  AUMs 
for  livestock  income  impacts.  We  used  accepted 
BLM  terms  and  tried  to  footnote  for  explanation. 

6.5  All  fences  on  public  land  must  meet  multiple 
use  standards  which  includes  not  restricting  wildlife 
movement.  The  design  is  standard  throughout 
public  lands  in  the  West  and  has  been  used  for 
many  years. 
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BLM  to  reach  a  decision,  and  then  dictating  to  the  rancher 
what  it  will  be,  while  threatening  him  with  everything 
possible  to  ma he  him  do  It! 

There  are  so  many  unknowledgable  and  dictatorial 
decisions  throughout  that  it  is  impossible  the  note  them 
all.  FDr  example,  on  page  25,  the  ELM  talks  about  "Defer 
until  Range  Readiness"  and  "no  grazing  occur*  prior  to  seed 
ripe  on  key  species  two  years  out  of  three.  Grazing  would 
not  be  allowed  prior  to  seed  ripe  on  key  species  until  the 
grazing  system  is  developed  and  all  necessary  facilities 
installed."  Since  the  BLM  constantly  says  that  they  have  no 
money,  this  is  an  obvious  attempt  to  kill  the  livestock 
business  and  drive  the  ranchers  off  the  range.  It  Just 
won't  wort:.  The  cattle  mill  not  gain.  There  are  easy  ways 
around  this  while  dramatically  improving  the  range,  but  the 
ELM  will  not  listen. 

On  page  26,  Prescribed  Range  Management  for  the 
Proposed  Action  "I«  Category  Allotments,  are  our  spring  and 
summer  allotments,  0605  and  0606.  These  Allotments  are 
listed  for  change  in  forage  consumption  which  I  have 
previously  dealt  with.  These  are    also  listed  for  periods  of 
no  gra2ing  for  one  or  more  years  on  different  pastures, 
which  is  rest-rotation.  I  discussed  this  last  March  with 
Gus  Hormay  and  we  both  agreed  that  there  was  no  way  to 
accomplish  this  in  such  an  area.  But  I  guess  the  local  BLM 
knows  more  about  it  than  Gus  Hormay  and  I  do. 

The  Proposed  Action  indicates  that  we  have  no  need  for 
fencing  or  reservoirs,  which  is  untrue.  It  indicates  that 
we  need  no  pipelines  in  0605,  which  brings  up  a  sore  paint. 
I  ordered  a  lot  of  pipe  for  pipelines  which  I  had  planned 
several  years  ago,  and  which  were  approved  by  the  BLM.  1 
did'nt  get  them  installed  because  of  lack  of  help  and 
money.  Several  months  ago  the  District  Manager  told  me  that 
the  approval  and  agreement  was  not  valid  and  was  no  longer 
in  effect.  I  strongly  object  to  the  BLM  entering  into  an 
agreement  and  then  repudiating  it  at  their  whim. 

The  Proposed  Action  indicates  that  both  Allotments 
have  sage  spraying  prescribed  for  them.  This  is  another 
sore  point.  Most  of  the  BLM  lands  in  this  area  are  too 
Steep  for  sage  spraying  for  watershed  protection.  1    have 
already  sprayed  much  of  the  State  and  deeded  lands  once,  if 
not  twice,  so  I  don't  need  to  be  told  about  it,  and 
besides,  its  not  BLM  land  or  business.  Furthermore,  within 
the  last  seven  years  I  asked  to  spray  a  small  amount  of 
sagebrush  on  the  BLM  and  the  BLM  refused.  Now  they  fault  me 
for  having  sagebrush  that  needs  spraying! 

12  or  15  years  ago  the  BLM  and  the  LU  jointly  sprayed 
sagebrush  under  BLM  bid,  contract,  and  supervision.  It  was 
a  lousy  job  of  spraying,  with  very  poor  supervision  and 
trill.  I  never  again  want  to  Join  with  them  in  their 


Spraying  the  sagebri 


Thei 


pay  part  of  the  costs. 


On  page  10*  you  will  note  that  our  Allotment  0604  has 
Uild  Horses.  They  have  been  an  ever-increasing  problem.  One 
summer  they  skinned-of f  our  sheep  winter  range  so  badly, 
including  deeded  and  State  lands,  that  we  were  forced  to 
buy  a  lot  of  hay  to  winter  our  sheep.  Ue  can't  plan  our 
grazing  and  protect  the  land  with  those  horses  around. 


For  15  years  I  have  been  tryii 
me  give  part  of  our  Allotment  to  tl 
benefit  and  protection,  and  let  me 
Al lotment  and  lands  for  their  proti 
luck.  The  ELM  notoriously  allows  tl 
the  land,  but  they  would  string  me 


get  the  BLM  to  let 


ali 


Nouj  the  BLM  is  suggesting  that  we  fence  off  part  of 
our  sheep  range  so  that  both  the  sheep  and  the  wild  horses 
Will  graze  it.  Nothing  doing.  Our  sheep  will  get  all  the 
blame  for  the  abuse  to  the  range  by  the  wild  horses,  as 
wasbeing  done  in  this  present  BLM  EIS. 

It  makes  much  more  sense  to  me  that  our  ranch  with 
"t  Of  our  Allotments  for  the 
5,'  then  fence  it  so  that  the 
horses  will  have  their  range  Protected,  and  then  stock  it 
with  proper  wild  horse  number  so  that  the  land  will  be 
protected  too.  The  area  which  I  have  been  suggesting  for  so 
many  years  is  very  picturesque  and  beautiful.  For  many 
years  the  horses  have  felt, at'  home  there.  It  would  be  a 
beautiful  setting  for  Peop.le  to  view  the  horses  from  above 
and  at  the  end  of  a  road.  So  far . I  have  had  no  success  or 
encouragement  from  the  ELM.  The  ELM  insisted  upon  making 
the  area  a  wilderness  are^  with.no  provision  for 
maintaining  the  resevoir  'water  that  the  horses  depend  upon. 
I  do  agree  with  them  that  the  wild  horses  should  be  reduced 
and  maintained  at  a  sensible  level. 

I  also  agree'  with  them  On  page  105  where  they  say 
■Locally,  the  proposed  action  '(the  proposed  rangeland 
management  pol icy )  would  be  seen  as  another  instance  of 
decision  making  by  government  o1 
understand  the  effects  Dn  local 
intensify  negative  attitudes  toi 
and  contribute  to  an  already  en 


who  fail  to 


:he  federal  goveri 


How  true? 

I  do  disagree  with  page  105  and  the  "Effect  on  Ranch 
Valuations" .  It  would  be  much  worse  than  they  say.  Overall , 
the  figures  in  this  book,  M,  I,  C,  categories  would 
indicate  about  a  607.  GRAZING  CUT,  and  a  complete  disruption 
of  grazing  pattern  and  season  of  use,  dictated  by  a  bunch 
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of  BLM  amateurs  mho  continually  talk  about  cuts  and  about 
putting  a  lot  of  small  rancher*  out  business.  Such  grazing 
cute  and  disruption  could  easily  reduce  ranch  valuations  by 
30"/..  Ranches  right  now  arc  suffering  severe  operating 
losses.  If  a  rancher  owes  SB'/,  on  his  operation!  and  many  of 
them  do,  and  his  ranch  valuation  drops  30%.  he  will  be 
forced  to  liquidate  and  lose  his  life's  savings.  The  BLM 
knows  this  but  they  keep  right  on  boring  in. 


.  are  no  longer  loaning  I 


ranch 


6.6 


6.7 


Some  place  in  this  EIS  it  states  that  only  SB  people 
are  employed  full  time  on  the  96  ranches  in  the  Grass  Creek 
Area.  This  in  Itself  is  ridiculous.  Have  they  ever  heard 
how  hard  ranch  wives  and  their  children  work? 

On  page  IB?  the  EIS  state*.  'During  and  following  the 
SVIM  inventory  processi  individual  ranchers  were  consulted 
by  ELM  about  problem*  and  opportunities  in  their 
allotments,  updating  of  allotment  file*  and  determining 
grazing  suitability".  Thi*  is  almost  completely  false. 

The  ELM  conducted  these  studies  in  absolute  secrecy, 
(reminiscent  of  Watergate.  They  did  release  the  final 
results  of  their  studies  to  three  ranchers  last  summer  who 
called  a  massive  meeting  to  alarm  the  ranchers  and  the 
public.  At  this  mass  meeting  the  District  Manager  told 
everyone  there  that  there  was  a  change  of  direction  to 
categorization,  and  that  the  figures  would  be  put  back  in 
secret  files  and  not  be  used  without  the  ranchers 
permission.  Meanwhile,  the  BLM  staff  continued  to  work  with 
these  figure*  in  complete  secrecy  and  they  are  now 
published  in  this  BLM  EIS.  AH  the  ranchers  blame  all  the 
Uorland  BLM  staff  for  this  secrecy,  this  ruse,  this 
deception*  this  falsehood,  this  lack  of  integrity,  and  this 
Watergate  covet — up. 


■Trust  us.* 


I  hold  their  standards 


"We  want  to  be  good 

Yours  truly. 

Daniel  S.  HealUt VrYel. i 
L.  U.  Sheep  Com piny 


Irl  nivl> 
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7.1 


June   3,    1962 


John  Moorhouse 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  119 

Norland .    WY    B2401 


iFirst  of  all.  the  statements  in  the  Draft  are  misleading.     Instead 
''of  public  input  before   the  fact,    it  all  comes  after  the  fact.      In 
ay  first  meeting  with  James  Legg  on  July  20.   1981  with  my  brother 
Lyle  Geis   In  attendance,  Mr.   Legg  stated  after  questioning  that 
this  is  the  way   it  was   going  to  be  whether  the  public   likes   it  or 
not.      My   comment   to   that   statement   is   that   while  Mr.    Legg  seems 
to  be  working  for  the  BLM  only,   I   am  working  for  the  people  of 
Wyoming  as  well   as   the   entire  country   and  will  do  all  within  my 
power    to   stop   the   adoption  of    this   statement  whether  with   the 
Go   ernor   and/or  our  Congressional   delegation. 

The    statistics   used    in    this   draft  come   from  computers   without 
any    input   from   the   ranchers   who   are   the   ones   on    the   land    itself. 
■  complete  on  site  study  was  done. 

If  this  draft  is  adopted,  it  will  adversely  effect  the  livestock 
industry  which  will  directly  effect  the  economy  of  the  State,  the 
counties   and   municipalities   with   a  significant  lo6s   of   revenues. 


1    strongly   urge  you 
Sincerely, 


ot    to  adopt   thi: 


Sen.    Gera^diE.    CLeis 
CCi      faLM   State  Office 


6.6  See  Text  Revision  page  69.  This  has  been  re- 
vised to  reflect  the  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  em- 
ployment associated  with  livestock  grazing/produc- 
tion on  allotments  where  BLM  authorizes  livestock 
use.  This  revision  includes  employment  associated 
with  BLM  authorized  grazing  on  private  and  state 
land  as  well  as  that  on  public  lands.  It  does  not  ac- 
count for  employment  associated  with  livestock 
grazing/production  on  private  or  state  lands  not  au- 
thorized by  BLM. 

The  method  of  estimating  employment  was  simi- 
lar to  that  used  by  Lewis  and  Taylor,  1977  (Impacts 
of  Public  Lands  Policies  on  the  Livestock  Industry 
and  Adjacent  Communities,  Big  Horn  County,  Wyo- 
ming) where  "an  FTE  is  defined  as  2,000  man 
hours  per  year  with  10.5  man  hours  required  per 
animal  unit  (AU),  per  year  on  the  'average'  livestock 
ranch;"  thus  for  approximately  every  190  AU 
change  there  will  be  one  FTE  change  in  the  live- 
stock industry.  This  method  is  useful  to  display  the 
general  employment  impacts  to  the  agriculture 
sector  of  the  local  economy  and  it  does  include 
large  amounts  of  family  labor;  however,  it  is  used 
only  to  estimate  employment  associated  with  live- 
stock grazing/production  authorized  by  BLM.  That 
is  why  the  number  of  FTEs  is  less  than  the  number 
of  operators. 

6.7  Page  109  of  the  Draft  EIS  summarizes  the 
public  involvement  effort  that  was  made  during  the 
planning  and  EIS  preparation  process.  The  docu- 
mentation of  this  effort  is  much  too  voluminous  to 
print  in  this  EIS,  but  it  is  available  for  public  review 
at  the  Worland  District  Office. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  7 


7.1  See  Response  6.7. 
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United  Slaies  Department  of  the  Interior 
NATIONAL  HARK  SKHVK'K 


JUN  i     19BZ 


To:  Team  leader,    Bureau  of  Land  Management,   worlond,   Wyoming 

From:  Associate   Regional   Director,   Planning  and   Resource   Preservation 

Subject:      Review  of  Grass  Crook  Grazing   Draft  Environmental   impact  Statement, 

Big  Horn.   Hot   Springs,   Park  and  Washakie  Counties,   Wyoming    (DES  82-10) 

This   is   in  response   to  your   request   for  our  comments  on   the  Grass  Creek 
Crazing   Draft   Environmental   Impact   Statement. 

we  note  on  page   65   that  approximately   250  prehistoric  sites  have  been  recorded 
in  the  Grass  Creek  Crazing   area,   as  -ell  as   sites  which  are  potentially   eligible 
for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.      While  page   101   states   that  the 
proposed  action  -ill  help  reduce   erosion  and   trampling,    there   itill   appears   to 
be  potential   for  damage   to  prehistoric  and  historic  sites.      We   recommend   that 
the  Wyoming  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer    (SHPO)    be   consulted  on  a   regular 
basis   and  be  given  an  opportunity   to   comment  on  site-specific  actions   to  be 
carried  out   under  the  proposed  action.      The  SHPO  for  Wyoming   is   Mrs     Jan   L 
Wilson,    Director,   Wyoming  Recreation   Commission,    604  East   25th  Strs ' 
Wyoming  82001. 


The  Heeteetse  Multi -Purpose  Complex 
Crass  Creek  Grazing  Area  as  shown 


is  within   the  boundaries  o£  the 
m  the  map  on  page   67,   has   received  matching 
aaB^atancc   irom  cne   uiw  and  Water  Conservation  Fund   (LGWCF) .      Areas   receiving 
such  assistance  are  subject,    in   their  entirety,    to   the  provisions  of  Section  fid 
of  the   L.WCF  Act  of   IMS,   as   amended.      This  section  provides  that  any   change 
trom  outdoor   recreation   use  be  approved  by   the  Secretary  of  the   Interior.      While 
ue  do  not  anticipate  that  the  proposed  action  Or  any  of  the  alternatives  would 
involve   such  a   change,   we  believe   that  BLH  should  t~    - 
of  Section  6(f). 


of  the  j 


We  hope  you  will  find  these 
can  be  of  further  assistance 
action,    pl'jase  do  not  hesita 


!ful  in  your  planning  process.  If  we 
viewing  subsequent  aspects  of  the  proposed 
call   upon   this  office. 


poard  op  trustees 
David  r.  belding 

IACK  C.  McELWEE 

JORDONW.  HARRIS 
BELTONP.MOURA5 
GERTRUDE  BRONN.  Hnwru? 


WILD  HORSE  ORGANIZED  ASSISTANCE 


RECEIVED 

JBRT    '82 
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VILD  HORSE  ORGANIZED  ASSISTANCE 


K'lihryn  Cushaan 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
DAVID  R.BELD1NG 
JACKC.  McELWEE 
CORDON  W.  HARRIS 
BELTON  P.  MOURAS 
GERTRUDE  BRONN,  Hmwriry 

LOUISE  C 
VELMAB  JOHN! 


John  Hoorhouse,   Team  Lender 
Bureau    Of    Land    Kannr.en-.ent 
Box    119 
* or land,    rfyeaing  821*01 

Dear  Mr.   t'.oorhouse  i 

Thank  you   for   the    opportunity    to   comment    on   i 
Grazing  Draft    environmental   Impact   Statement. 


■eference 


anpshlre    03221* 


It  Is  interesting  to  n 
66%  of  the  wild  horse  herd 1 
(tores,  or  73^  of  their  ran; 
either  the  removal  of  the  h 
horses    only  use    36;*   of   the 


e   that  the   proposal  Is   to  renove 

the   3<t;e  that   would   MfflBla   lose   190,0..0 

No  data   Is    presented,   to    Justify 
■ses    or  the   decrease    in  habitat.      The 
ublic    land    In    tr.e    district;       Che    GCGD.iId 


9.1 


9.2 


9.3 


to   only    ?#.      Is    this    true    r.ultljle 


Can  you  name  specific  arena  In  your  district  where  wild  horses 
are  Injuring  ran^e  vejetatlon?  Who  determines  th  t  the  horses  are 
oVargrazing  nn  area,  the  loc  1  rancher  or  the  3Li'i7  Livestock,  villi 
llfe^and  wild  horses  utilize  many  of  the  sane  areas.  How  was  hor:;i 
use  separated  from  livestock  and  wildlife  use?  Is  there  full  re- 
source data  to  support  the  determination? 

I  Who  decided   on  the   ii%   reduction   of   the  horse  herd   and  Mhflt 

data   Is  available   to  support   the  decision?     Lo  you  hove   trc-nd   con- 
dition plots   r^csrned   over  n   period   of  ye:.rs   in  lorse,   wildlife  am 


lllv. 


The  proposal  is  to  "aut 

monitoring  studies  show  that  ^    . 

RK  1.2,   GCuiilS)     All  the  allotments   that 
from  the   Fifteen  Mile    horse    herd 
condition.      Does   BLM   plan   to  alio 
these  allotments  after  the  horses 


increases    In  ^razln^;  use    '.(here 
:,e   Is   in  iood   condition.  ■-"    (p.6. 


proposed  for  reno 

■ea  are  in  good  condition  or 
an  incr---a.se  In  livestock  us 
re    removed? 


Since  the  condition  of  the  ran^e  is  fair  to  ^,ood  In  horse  use 
a-eas,  why  not  allow  the  horses  to  continue  to  utilise  their  histor- 
ical habitat?  The  herd  Is  small,  250  for  the  Fifteen  ..lie  herd 
can  easily  be  managed  °t  that  number  as  o  mini sun  number.  *&«  Sand 
Draw  herd  numbers    50  and   can  also  be    manned    ..1th    50  as   a  minimum 


nd 


Cr-iss  Cree';  Db'IS 


nu'..ber. 


9.4 


I    object    to   t!'e    restriction    Of    the    fifteen  Mle    horse   herd 
to  allotments    f.-Ok,    65?.,    162,    61-  and    1070.      Ihere    Is   a   considerable 
imowrt   of   prlv-te    land    in   sons    of   those   allotments   while    the   allot- 
in  s   ts   bein^   removed   from  their  ran^e  are  mainly  public   land.     The 
decision  radices   IK  sense. 

How    is    the    bureau    sOln^    to  monitor  d-mestlc    livestock  and 
for  how   lonrf  before    malting  an  adjustment    In  numbers?      that    guarantee: 
Is    there    that    funds   will  bt:    available    for  monitoring  and   enforce- 
ment?     I3    vegetative   d'lta    lned<*-|U.  te    for  making  decisions    to  adjust 
livestock?      If   so,    pleise    explain  why,    if   jrazln^  decisions   will  not 
be    based    on  present  d;.ta,    how   can  &LN   Justify    .adjustment    of   wild 
htroe  numbers    b  ised    on   the    sm,e    lnade-iu-.te    data? 


n  c    I  I  »ould   like   lnfor. 

J-J  [statistics  on  the  Jrass 
have  Indicated  a  hi  -h  < 
use  Cn  public  lands.  I'r 
and  trespass  laws  Bnfrjrc 
removed   from  the  Dili  ar 


■atl-in    re;ardlng   current    livestock   trespass 
^reek   allotments,      figures    from   other  states 
onsumptlon    of  AUks   by  unauthurl::ed    livestock 
pass    fl    ures   should    be    carefully    reviewed 
before   even   one    of  the    300   wild   horses    la 


9.6 


n'hen    arm   consldersi      (1)    the    present    total  number   of   hordes    is 
■-nly  300,    (2)    both   herds    are    in    >od    condition,    (3)    existing   fences 
-:eep   the   horses    from  moving    to   other  arafts,    (<0    the    260,000  acres 
is   historical   habitat,    [5)    the    allotments    on  which    the    i.orses   are 
located    ';re    mainly    In   fair   to  £ood    condition,    the   majority    being 
3ood,    (6)    the    conflicts   are    less   with   -..lid    horses   and   wildlife    than 
with    livestock  and    wildlife,    [?)    ths  OCLilS  does   not   consider 
wild    h   rs.'S   conparably  with    other   res    urce    v.lues,    {8)    the   wild 
horse    specialist   for   the  Grass   Creek  area  has    been   removed    so 
the   document    is    lacking   valuable    Input   and    (9)    all    reasonable 

[alternatives  are  not  presented  In  the  CCE21S,  le.  allowing  the 
horse  herd  to  remain  at  present  levels.  It  is  evident  that  the 
decision   to   remove    the   200  h-rs^s    Is  arbitrary   with   no  dsfcti    to 

Isubst.'uv-lat-^   the   the   removal,      The  document   is   flawed  by   the   fact 
that    it    Is   missing   critical  data  that    justifies    thu    final  dccielon. 

WKGA  does   not   advocate   horse   only  nrs^s.      The  Act  does   not  give 
authorisation    to  a  district   mana-^.T   to  decide   when  and    where    these 
animals    exist.      EL92-195   stresses      an"  -client    of   wild   horses.      Manage- 
ment   Is    not    synon;mous   vlth    reduction   or  elimination.      The    impacts 
of  management  decisions   regarding  v; 111  horses    Is   not   covered   in  the 
DZIS.      ./BOA   requests   that   the  wild   h',rse  herda  be  allowed   to   remain 
at    ■  r-sent    levels    until   sufficient  dita    is    presented    to   justify 
their  reuoval. 

Sl'icer-ilv, 
Kathryn  K.    Cushman 


Dawn  Lappin,    Dl  motor 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  9 


9.1  There  are  areas  within  the  wild  horse  herd  area 
which  have  been  damaged  by  yearlong  heavy  use. 
This  damage  cannot  be  blamed  totally  on  wild 
horses  because  livestock  also  use  the  area  sea- 
sonally. We  plan  to  monitor  vegetation  utilization 
during  various  seasons  to  determine  use  by  differ- 
ent grazing  animals. 

9.2  Adjustments  in  wild  horse  numbers  were  pro- 
posed to  resolve  multiple  use  conflicts  identified  in 
the  planning  process.  These  data  are  available  in 
Worland  District  planning  documents.  The  only 
trend  and  condition  plots  are  located  in  existing 
AMP  areas.  Allotment  0652  which  is  used  by  wild 
horses  has  had  two  plots  since  1973. 

9.3  Land  use  planning  decisions  will  determine  wild 
horse  numbers  except  during  emergency  situations, 
droughts,  etc.  The  forage  that  remains  after  wild 
horse  use  will  be  used  by  livestock  and  wildlife. 

9.4  Pages  16  and  44  detail  the  monitoring  planned 
and  possible  adjustments. 

9.5  During  the  last  four  years,  we  have  taken  cor- 
rective measures  on  all  reported  or  discovered  un- 
authorized use.  We  do  not  feel  there  is  a  serious 
problem  in  the  Fifteenmile  area.  We  have  been  re- 
quiring ear  tagging  during  the  last  three  years  on 
authorized  cattle  in  certain  allotments. 

9.6  See  response  3.5. 
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RECEIVED 

M?    '82 

HOT  SPRINGS  COUNTY  RANGE  AND  LIVESTOCK  BOARD 

m.t,    .     .a 

U    -Jin,  ».      .    "I 

iome2                                                                                                      Telephone 
Worland,  Wyoming  82401                                                                                                 347-3357 

June   7,    loQ'i 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
c/o   John  Hoora^ouse 
Box  110 
WorlarwJ,  ty.  32UH 

Baar  Sir: 

to:     Crass  Creuk  Graiing  Jraft  Environmental  Impact,  -statement 

comments : 

10.1 

Table  1-5     Limits  percent  utilization  with  erasing  manaee^wnt  to  5')S  on 
Key   species.      Other  districts   allow  oOi  utilisation.      Why 
isn't   this   unifnnn? 

102 

Tabic  1-7     Arithmetical  error  in  computation. 

ruble   Al       Table   1-7  statas   that   for  the   prnoosed   actinn,    it   is  assumed 
that   suoply   is  equal   to  demand   in  all   "M"   and   "C"   catenary 

10.3 

A  random  sa-ipling  of    "H"   category   allotments   indicates   the 
demand   is   greater   than  supelv,      Why? 

10,4 

Table  A3       Totals  differ  on  fornpe  demand   for  wild   horses   (97B,0  m>) 

as   compared   to   (86c,tyvi#)    in   "1"   citaparv   allotments   in 
Tabic   1-7. 

10.5 

Doos  Table  AZ   allow   for  forace   consumed   by   wildlife   on  tha 
private  lands,    primarily  the  alfalfa  fields  and  meadows  on 
the  creek  ranches? 

10.6 

Table   1-3     Two  allotments   are   not   listed   that  are   in   the   "I"   Category. 
0621  North  Grass  Creek  and  -<$68  Basin.     0553  is  called   basin 
and  should  be  Buck  Creek  as  shown  in  Table  BZ, 

Sincerely  yours, 

(wJt      *M&*M*— 

Kirk  Nielsen 

RESPONSES  TO  LETTER  10 

10.1  Refer  to  Page  D-21  for  literature  references 
for  utilization  limits. 

10.2  See  text  revision  page  33,  Table  1-7. 

10.3  See  response  4.2. 

10.4  See  text  revision  Table  A2,  page  A-1 1. 

10.5  Table  A2  includes  only  land  within  the  allot- 
ment boundary.  It  does  not  allow  for  wildlife  use  on 
private  lands  outside  of  BLM  allotments,  which  gen- 
erally includes  hayfields  along  the  creek  bottoms. 
Game  moving  back  and  forth  between  BLM  allot- 
ments and  private  hay  meadows  are  not  included. 

10.6  See  text  revision  page  22  Table  1-3. 
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HOT  SPRINGS  COUNTY  RANGE  AND  LIVESTOCK  BOARD 


Ml/    '82 
law. 


c/o  Kirk  Nti>\$m 

Route  2 

Worlond.  Wyoming  H2401 


Tele  phone: 
347-3357 


11.1 


11,2 


to  I  lowing  are  conimen ts  by  the  Hot  Springs  Range 
stock  Board  Dn  the  Grass  Creel'  Draft  Grazing 
ental  Impact  Statement: 

Thi s  document  is  extremely  hard  for  the  average 

o  read  and  understand.  For  example,  on  one  page  you 
A.U.M. 's  and  the  nest  page  you  deal  in  thousands  of 


to  prepare  this 

comprehensive  comments  In 
the  comparatively  short  time  of  *t5  days.  We  feel  additional 
comments  should  be  accepted  and  given  consider at  ion  as  the 
complex  r am i  f  i cations  of  the  E1S  are  realized. 

3.  We  as  a  Board  recently  conducted  a  survey  of 
the  Hot  Springs  County  ranchers  operating  within  this  EIS 

(1)   That  the  consultation  by  the  BLM  with  thr 
rancher  was  a  one-way  street — it  appeared  that  the  BUM 
already  had  their  minds  made  up  prior  to  any  visit. 

(2>   There  was  little  or  no  input  from  the 
ranchers  on  wildlife  numbers,  range  Improvements,  climatic 
conditions,  categorization  of  the  individual  ranchers 
Alio! men t*.  and  1 i vostock  numbers  and  management  "as t ems. 

*.  Under  Appendix  *C*  the  numbers  in  parentheses 
indicate  1979  wildlife  numbers.  The  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Commission's  Big  Game  Biologist  stated  figures  for  deer 
uere  taken  from  the  1963-1965  count.  Please  explain. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  11 

11.1  See  response  6.5. 

11.2  See  response  4.5. 

11.3  See  response  10.5. 

11.4  The  BLM  does  not  manage  wildlife,  only  wild- 
life habitat.  The  Grass  Creek  planning  system  rec- 
ommends that  habitat  be  provided  for  wildlife  called 
for  in  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 
strategic  plan. 
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3.  A*  representatives  of  the  Hot  Springs  County 
ranchers  we  are  alarmed  at  your  extremely  loui  estimate  of 
Total  Usable  Vegetation  and  its  possibly  drastic  effect  on 
our  ranchers.  Furthermore,  many  outfits  cannot  live  with 
the  management  framework  recommendations  such  as  spring 
turn-out  dates,  not  grazing  until  after  seed-ripe,  50V. 
utilization  when  it  1E  higher  in  other  BLM  Districts,  etc. 
The  cumulative  economic  effect  could  be  a  disaster  to  many 
ranchers.  Please  comment  on  this. 


11.3 

h.     Was  any  consideration  given  to  the  amount  of  forage 
consumed  by  wildlife  from  the  alfalfa  fields  and  meadows  on 
the  creek  ranches? 

1U 

7.  Is  the  BLH  exceeding  their  authority  when  their 
intent  is  to  increase  wildlife  numbers  on  allotments  which 
contain  deeded  lands,  to  the  detriment  of  the  livestock 

11.5 


8.  The  Economic  Impacts  on  page  S-2  and  the  Livestock 
Operating  Budgets  in  Appendi*  'f  are  completely  erroneous 
and  misleading  for  the  Grass  Creek  Area.  There  was  nD 
examination  of  the  debt  load  on  the  ranches  and  What  tft« 
impact  could  be  on  ranchers  who  are  over  loaded  wi th  debt . 
Our  Board  is  vitally  concerned  with  the  economic  I™' 
of  every  Grass  Creek  rancher,  whether  largo  or  sm 
Please  comment  on  the  source  and  the  reliability 


mic  well-bein 


infpi 


■tie 


Yours    truly 


2t 


Joe   Campbell,    Chair' 


11.5  The  data  contained  in  Appendix  I  is  based  on 
production    assumptions,    prices,    and   costs   that 
were  reviewed  by  the  livestock  producers  in  the 
Grass  Creek  Resource  Area  and  modified  in  re- 
sponse to  suggestions  sent  to  Kerry  Gee,  USDA 
Economics  Statistics  Service.  The  potential  conse- 
quences   of    assuming    additional    debts   are   de- 
scribed on  page  69  in  the  section  entitled  "Finan- 
cial Viability  of  Ranch  Enterprises."  An  individuals 
ability  to  pay  interest  and  principle  on  a  new  debt  is 
estimated  in  terms  of  "returns  above  cash  costs." 
This  is  displayed  for  the  representative  ranch  bud- 
gets in  Appendix  I.  For  estimates  on  how  grazing 
permit  changes  could  affect  ranch  values,  net  re- 
turns, and  ranch  financial  positions  see  the  Colora- 
do   State    University    Experiment   Station    Bulletin 
5835  entitled   "Effects  of   Reductions  in   Federal 
Grazing  Permits  on  Sheep  Ranch  Value  and  Bor- 
rowing Capacity."  This  analysis  found  that  reduc- 
tions in  grazing  permits  have  a  significant  impact  on 
ranch  capital  value,  and  in  each  of  the  case  study 
ranches,  all  loan  factors,  which  include  ranch  value, 
loan  to  appraisal  value  ratio,  debt  to  asset  ratio  and 
repayment  ability  were  adversely  affected  by  permit 
reductions. 


RE03VED 
|     JUI5   ■& 
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Juaa  7,  1982 


12.1 
122 

12.3 


12.4 


John  Hoorhoaae,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  and  Management 
Box  119,  Worland,  Wyoming 

SUBJECT:   Grans  Crook  Grating   nvlronmental  Impact  Statement 

I  Peel  the  Draft  for  the  Grass  Creak  Resource  Area  Is  inadequate 
beoauae; 
|l.   Bon-Gam*  Species  are  not  considered  in  any  Management  Plana. 

2.  Tables  1-2  pages  17  through  20  do  not  address  wildlife 
objectives.  Why?  This  should  be  a  muBt  as  wildlife  is  sup- 
posed to  be  given  equal  consideration  to  the  other  resource*, 
uses,  v 

3.  Tables  3-9  through  3-UU,  starting  with  page  89,  waterfoul  and 
trout  are  not  Included.  Why*  I  feel  this  la  a  must  In  any 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

!+.  I  feel  this  Plan  falls  far  short  in  '.Tetlanda  Zone  Management 
for  Categary  M  and  C. 

?.  Thla  Draft  does  not  meet  Came  and  Plan  Goals  on  M  and  C 
Catagoriea.  Why? 

6.  Crucial  wildlife  winter  range  la  not  being  addreased  In  U 
and  C  Catagorles.  It  doea  not  matter  how  much  feed  you  have 
on  auraraer  rangea  if  the  wildlife  cannot  live  through  the 
winter,  there  will  be  no  wildlife  to  use  these  summer  ranges. 

7.  I  think  Alternative  «%  should  be  applied  to  U,    I,  and  C 
Categories  as  this  is  the  only  Alernative  that  takes  a  bal- 
ance approach  to  all  uses  of  Public  Land  In  the  Graaa  Creek 
area. 

8.  In  the  South  Pork  of  Owl  Creek  Basin  and  Rock  Creek  Range 
there  la  a  sharp  decline  of  wildlife  that  uaed  to  range 
there  In  the  loJ+O's  and  1950's.  One  main  reaaon  for  the 
decline  of  wildlife  In  this  area  waa  caused  by  overgraring. 

I  feel  this  Draft  falls  far  ahort  In  addressing  this  crucial 
problem. 

9.  There  Is  a  critical  naod  for  public  aecesa  to  upper  Owl 
Creek.   I  feel  critical  public  aecesa  needs  ahould  be 
addressed  in  any  Grass  Creek  Resource  Area  Plan. 

Sincerly, 

Allen  L  Sehweighart 
10b  Peppermint  Lane 
Thermopolls,  Wyoming   82+43 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  12 

12.1  See  response  1.1. 

12.2  Wildlife  needs  are  included  in  the  multiple  use 
objectives. 

12.3  See  text  revisions  for  tables  3-9,  3-11,  3-12,  3- 
13  and  3-14. 

12.4  See  response  3.2. 
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13.1 

13.2 

13.3  | 
13.4 

13.5 


RECEIVED    I 
JIIII8    82 


13 


Owl  Creek  Route,   Box   53 
ThermopoUs,   Wyoming   62443 
June  6,    1902 


Bureau  of   Land  Management 

ATTNi      John  Hoorhouse,   Team  Leader 

P.O.    Box  119 

Norland,  Wyoming   B2401 


Please  accept  this  le< 
1,1.1,  draft. 


Sincerely, 


R.   y,   Campbell 
President,   Campbells   Ini 


Incl 
Grass  Creek  Grating   E.l.S, 


r  as  my  comments   to  your  Grass  Creek  Craxlng 


COHKEHTS   ON  GRASS   CREEX   GRAZING   EHVIPONHEHTJU.  STATEMENT 

Page  S-2  -  long  Term  Environmental  Consequences   -  paragraph  Livestock 
Gracing  Alternatives  1,   2,    3,   and   4  state  change  in   livestock   numbers. 

(a)     What   is  the  projected  change  under  the  proposed  action? 

lb)     How   is  this   figure  arrived  at   If   future  monitoring   is   to  be 
used   to  determine  stocking  rates? 

(c)      Unless  you   have  already  determined  what   the  stocking  rates  will 

he,  won't  the  final  stocking  rate  alter   all   the  other   "long-term 

Environmental  Consequences?"      Please  explain. 

By  what   authority  can  you   Increase  wildlife  use  on  allotments  with 

a  majority  of   private  and  state   lands,   while  at  the  same  time  reducing 


domestic   livestock  use? 

You  have  made  some  very  Inadequate  assessments  of  user's  dependence 
on  B.L.M.  grazing  permits,  the  economic  effect  on  the  permittee  and 
to  the   local   communities.      Some  questions   that  come  to  mind  arei 

(a)  What  percentage  of  the  private  lands  ar*>  used  in  conjunction  with 
B.L.*.    lands   and   therefore  subject   to  adjustments   In   livestock  use? 

(b)  How  many  livestock  operations  are  now  marginal  doe  to  sire,  debt 
load  or  other  uncontrollable  factors  that  would  be  forced  into  liqui- 
dation  by   even   a   small    decrease   in    livestock    grailng? 

(c)  What  effect  would  a  few  wealthy  absentee  owners  controlling  most 
of  the  Grass  Creek  Area  have  on  the  local  economy,  the  accrss  to  the 
federal   lands   and   the   recreation   In  the  area? 

Several  discrepancies  are  apparent  on  allotments  of  Campbells  Inc.  and 
owl   creek  Cattle.      J   will   try  to  address   them  Individually. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  13 


13.1  Page  31  of  the  DEIS  details  the  procedures 
that  would  be  used  to  make  changes  in  livestock 
numbers.  The  projected  changes  were  derived  from 
preliminary  SVIM  inventory  data  for  analysis  pur- 
poses. The  basic  assumptions  for  the  long-term  en- 
vironmental consequences  are  listed  in  Chapter  3, 
page  71. 

13.2  The  Federal  Grazing  Regulations  require  the 
vegetation  resources  on  Public  Lands  be  allocated 
among  livestock  grazing,  wild  free-roaming  horses 
and  burros,  wildlife,  and  other  uses  in  the  land  use 
plans.  Worland  District  policy  is  to  use  the  Wyo- 
ming Game  and  Fish  Department  Strategic  Plan  to 
establish  the  wildlife  population  goals  for  which  the 
BLM  provides  the  habitat  on  Public  Lands. 

13.3  Appendix  B,  Table  B2,  page  B7  shows  14  per- 
cent private  lands  in  the  "I"  category. 

13.4  We  are  well  aware  of  the  potential  impacts 
that  grazing  reductions  could  have  on  an  individuals 
ranch  value,  net  returns  and  ranch  financial  position 
especially  in  light  of  current  economic  conditions. 
The  financial  impact  of  grazing  reductions  would 
depend  on  the  characteristics  of  the  ranch  and  the 
mangement  ability  of  the  operator.  However  we  do 
not  know  how  many  or  which  ranches  you  would 
consider  "marginal."  This  is  confidential  information 
between  a  rancher  and  his  lending  institution. 

13.5  We  already  have  operators  who  do  not  live  on 
their  base  properties  and  some  of  these  have  large 
livestock  operations  on  public  land.  Changes  to  the 
local  economy,  access  to  public  land,  and  recrea- 
tion opportunities  are  probably  not  a  function  of  an 
operators  wealth  or  residence. 
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13.6 

13.7 
13.8 

13.9 

13.10 
13.11 


13.12 


13.13 


13.14 


COMMENTS  OH  GRASS   CREEK  GRAZING   EHVIRONHEHTAI,  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

1.  Bridges  0540,      Tabic  Bl,    Page  B-2. 

a.  Acreages  within  the  actual    boundaries  are  not   the  same  as  owned 
and  allotted  and  shown  in  the  table. 

b.  The  private  A.U.H.e  and  total  dmand  figures  are  wrong  and  I 

have  been  assured  they  will  be  corrected, 

0,     Table  K2,   Page  A-6  should  be  corrected  to  reflect  the  total 
demand  In  (b)  above. 

d.  In    the    35   years  my   foully  has  used   this    allotment,    there   has 

only  been  an  occasional  antelope  seen  on  the  place,  I  know  the  sup- 
posed count  in  1979  is  completely  wrong.  There  are  not  11  to  18  head 
of   antelope  on  the  Bridges   Place. 

e.  Your  total  usable  vegetation  figure  in  table  Al   is  way  too 
low.      In  19B1   I   grazed   550  AUHs  and  harvested   165,000  pounds  of   hay. 
This  doesn  t  fit  the  104,000  I  of  unable  vegetation  your   table  show*. 

2.  Three  Peak  0541. 

a.  Table  B2,    Page  B-5.      Number  of  deeded  acres   are  not   listed. 
Private  AUHs  and  total  desiand  are  wrong  as   previously  reported.     Table  A2 
Page  A-9  should  be  changed  to  reflect   the  change  in   total  demand. 

b.  The  projected  and  supposedly  1979  deer  count  is  much  higher 
than  I   have  observed  in   30  years  of  grazing  and  hunting  this  allotment. 

Bi     Total  usable  vegetation  in  Table  A-l  is  ridiculously  low  at 
I  84,000  •  especially  with  your  game  demand  at  Q5,000t. 

d.     This  allotment  should  be  in  the  "H"  category  because  of   the 
small  amount  and  small  percentage  of  B.L.H.  use.     Due  to  the  inacces- 
sibility by  cattle  to  such  of  the  b.l.h.   lands,  there  Is  very  little 
conflict  with  game  and  very  little  so-called   "gracing  damage"      to  the 
federal   lands.     This  area  should  be  used  a*  I  have  used  it  In  the  past. 
In   a  pasture  rotation  system  with  my  adjoining  forest  permit. 


COMMENTS  ON  GRA3S   CREEK  GRAZTNC    EHVI BOWMENTAl.   IMPACT  STATEMENT 

e.  Table  1-4  Page  26  -  Prescribed  Management,  Gracing  combination 
2  would  better  fit  my  grazing  needs  instead  of  Combination  1.  I  know 
Of   no  springs   that  need  or  could  be  developed. 

3,  Rock  Creek  0542. 

a.  Table  B-2,   Page  B-5  -  Private  kin  and  total  demand  figures  wrong. 

b.  Table  A-2,    Page  A-2  -  Total  usable  vegetation  figure  very   low  at 
ly  10%  of   total    production. 

c.  Concerning  game  count  on  this  allotment   In   1979  Appendix  C, 
Page  C-3  is   a  fairy  tale.      This   area  is  very  open  with  almost  no  place 
for  game  to  hide.      1979  was  a  very  dry  year  with  the  feed  used  fully 
hy  August  1.      Range  surveys  were  being  conducted,      even   if   there 
normally  were    land   there  Is   not)   this  much  game  in  this   allotment, 
they  would  have  moved  out  and  could  not  have  been  counted  throughout 
the  year.      An  unused  wilderness   forest  permit  lies  to  the  east  of   this 
allotment, 

4.  Owl  Creek  0575. 

I  a.     Total  demand  should  be   B41   AUKs   not   Bll,      Table  A2  Page  A-10 

should  also  be  corrected, 

b,  Total  usable  vegetation  Table  A-l   Is   too   low, 

c.  Under  prescribed   range  management  Table   1-4   Page  26  combi- 
nation  1    Is   totally  unacceptable.      The  predominant   land  ares  and 
grazing  use  is  on   private  lands  and  I    feel   you  are  not    justified 
In  this   action.      Fencing  into  pastures  would  have  to  be  done  and 
should  be  at  government  expense  if  government  directed. 


13.6  See  text  revision  Appendix  A  and  B. 

13.7  We  have  wildlife  actual  use  data  for  the  past 
10  years,  with  more  intensive  information  since 
1979.  Future  monitoring  efforts  should  either  con- 
firm or  refute  the  actual  use  and  habitat  potential 
situation.  This  allotment  (#0540)  is  in  the  "M"  cate- 
gory where  no  use  adjustments  would  be  likely. 

13.8  See  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix  D. 
Hay  harvested  from  private  lands  is  not  included  in 
the  usable  vegetation  calculation. 

13.9  See  text  revisions  Appendix  A  and  B. 

13.10  See  response  13.7. 

13.11  See  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix  D. 

13.12  See  text  revisions  Appendix  A  and  B. 

13.13  See  response  13.7. 

13.14  Data  on  allotment  0575  is  correct  according 
to  our  adjudication  files. 
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13.15 


13.16 


COMHEHTS  OH  GRASS   CREEJC  OKAZIHG  EHVIROfflESTAL   IMPACT  STATgHEOT 

5.     Wagonhound  OS73. 

a.  It  was  my  understanding  that  this  allotment  «u  to  bt  placed 
In  the  "M"  category  If  it  vbs  used  In  the  fall  and  winter,  I  aoreed 
to  this  season  of  use. 

b.  Proposed  Management  Practices  are  unnecessary  if   the  above 
category  la  corrected.      Changs  In  Forage  Consumption   and  Combination  1 
Is  unacceptable. 

c.  Usable  Vegetation  Figures  are  again  too  low.      After  three  years 
use  by  Owl  Creek  Cattle  at  the  present  demand   level,  with  fall  use, 
feed   production  has   Increased. 

».     Coal  Draw  0574. 

a.  This  allotment  has  been  used  at  the  "total  demand"  of  1143 
AuMs  for  the  past  three  years  with  very  apple  feed  left  each  yaar. 
The  forage  condition  trend,  according  to  your  surrey  Is  acceptable 
therefore  I  say  the  618  AUMs  of  total  usable  vegetation  calculated 
from  Table  «~1,   Page  A-3  is  Incorrect. 

The  Crass  Greet  Gracing  Environmental   Impact  Statement  Is  very  biased 
in  its  content.     It  Is  slanted  very  strongly  against  the  practice  of 
livestock  grazing.     All   negative  results  connected  with  livestock 
grazing  are  emphasized  and  the  positive  aspects  arc  mentioned  briefly 
or  Ignored.     Ho  mention  is  made  of   the-  many  thousands  of  pounds  of 
feed  that  wildlife  receive  from  private  fields  and  haystacks,  yet 
the  effect  on  wildlife  of  any  grazing  practice  Is  scrutinized  com- 
pletely.    Big  game  masher*  flourished  In  years  past  with  livestock 
numbers  higher  than  presently.     Factors  other  than   feed  supply  have 
been  major  in  the  decline  of  big  game  animals. 


13.15  See  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix  D.  If 
the  situation  changes  on  the  allotment,  the  catego- 
ry can  also  be  changed. 

13.16  The  data  are  preliminary  and  have  not  been 
field  checked.  The  forage  requirement  for  winter 
cattle  is  550  lbs.  per  AUM  instead  of  780  lbs.  used. 
Any  adjustments  in  livestock  use  will  be  made  as 
the  result  of  monitoring  data. 


COHHEHT3   OH  GRA53   CHEEK  GRAEIBG   EHVIROHHEMTAL   IMPACT  STATBHBHT 

Lands  of  Campbells  Inc.   and  the  attached  Bit*  grating  permits  have 
bean  used  under  the  same  general  management  and  livestock  use  for  the 
past  35  years.     Improvement  of  the  range  resources  have  taken  place. 
Range  management  practices  have  been  adapted  when  practical  and 
affordable. 

The  categorisation  end  future  management  practices  proposed  on 
private  and  state  lands  are  very  dictatorial  and  unnecessary  In  many 
instances.  Many  of  these  management  practices  will  be  very  costly 
and  disruptive  to  the  llveatock  operators.  The  projected  results 
of  lncresaed  livestock  weights,  less  sickness,  range  claaa  improve- 
ment, less  erosion  and  more  wildlife  production  ara  baaed  to  s  lsrge 
degree  on  theory  and  may  never  be  achieved, 

1  believe  alternative  number  1  should  be  adopted  for  the  Crass 
Creek  Area.     With  our  combined  resources  available  uaed  for  education, 
cooperation  and  management  practices  applied  to  the  moat  critical 
araas,   the  needs  of  the  lend,   the  public,   ths  rancher  and  the 
sportsman  can  be  better  met. 

Sincerely, 


:v 


R.   J.  CAMPBELL  - 

Campbells  Inc. 

Owl  Creek  Cattle  Company 
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THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  WYOMING 

DIVISION  OF  RANGE  MANAGEMENT  * 

Umvtnily  Sutlon.  Box  33S4  ^^ 

Urimii,  V-yomini  82071  "^ 

COLLEGE  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  AGRICULTURAL  EXPERIMENT  STATIC: 

June  S,  1982 


Mr.  John  Moorhause ,  Team  Leader 
Crass  Creek  Grazing  EIS  Team 
USDI,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  119 
Worland,  WY  82401 

Dear  John: 

This  is  a  joint  comment  on  the  C 

Statement  on  Livestock  Grazing  I: 

must  emphasize  that  these  comments  are  our  own.   These  common 

not  be  interpreted  as  representing  the  University  of  Wyoming, 

College  of  Agriculture,  or  the  Division  of  RanRe  Management. 

comments  reflect  our  understanding  of  the  Crass  Creek  area,  li 

the  people  Involved  In  this  EIS,  and  resource-people  manngment  probl< 

and  opportunities.   Thl.i  understanding  Is  based  on  visits  with  ranchi 

and  agency  personnel,  field  tours,  and  study  of  the  draft  EIS.   We  hi 


Ireek  Draft  Envlronm. 
Dan  Rodger s  and  Fe« 


that 


of  < 


I  foolli 


i  do  r 


as  much  about  the  Grasi 
range  users.  Me  offer 
concerned  ranchers,  ani 
W«  will  be  happy  to  vii 


k  area  as  you,  your  team  members,  and  the 
umments  as  an  attenpt  to  assise  the  Bureau, 
rs  In  solving  the  resource  management  problt 
:h  you  personally  about  any  of  these  comment 

:o  be  a  reasonable  and  feasible  alternative, 
■ause  the  draft  EIS  omits  some  data  that  "C 
Miderstand  the  problems  the  draft  EIS  is 
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15.1 


15.2 
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designed  to  address  and  the  proposed  action  should  solve.   Speclficall 

we  would  like  to  have  the  final  EIS  include  the  following  additional 

I.   What  are  the  causes  of  leas  than  desirable  or  unaccuptable  re 


None 


range  problei 


i  to  have 


identified  through  range  condition  analysis.   We  agree  chat  Tl 
condition  information  provides  useful  information.   However, 
we  think  that  such  information  Is  most  useful  when  It  is 
combined  with  an  assessment  of  whv  a  certain  range  condition 
exists.   An  area  may  be  In  low  fair  condition  with  a  static 
trend  because  of  overgrazing  that  occurred  many  years  In  the 
past.   This  overgrazing  allowed  a  species  such  as  sagebrush, 
greasewood,  Juniper,  cheatgrass,  or  blue  grama  to  Increase  nne 
dominate  the  site  for  many  years  after  the  overgrazing  problen 
has  been  solved.   In  otherwords,  current  livestock  grating  Is 
not  necessarly  the  cause  of  range  condition  problems  we  see 
today.   We  hope  your  final  EIS  will  provide  sufficient  Informs 

Judge  whether  your  proposed  management  will  solve  the  problems 


:.-),.n 

are  the 

\fTtt 

tlv  used  livestock  ma 

aeeraent  practices  that 

•re 

causing  r 

nge 

eterloratlon  or  preve 

ting  range  improvement' 

The  draft  EIS  indicates  In  several  places  (1.  e..  Alternative  1-. 
continue  the  present  grazing  management  Is  not  acceptable)  that 
current  livestock  management  practices  are  not  "getting  the  Job 
done".   Some  of  the  unacceptable  practices  are  hinted  jc  (1.  p.. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  15 


15.1  The  purpose  of  an  EIS  is  to  present  the  future 
impacts  of  all  the  reasonable  alternatives  available 
to  the  decision  maker,  not  to  provide  extensive  his- 
torical data.  In  fact,  the  CEQ  regulations  require  us 
to  reduce  emphasis  on  background  material 
(1500.4).  One  can  only  speculate  why  the  allot- 
ments are  in  the  present  conditions  but  some  of 
the  historical  grazing  use  and  associated  manage- 
ment problems  are  discussed  in  the  Grass  Creek 
planning  documents  and  were  used  to  make  impact 
predictions  in  the  EIS.  These  planning  documents 
are  available  in  the  Worland  BLM  Office. 

15.2  Refer  to  proposed  action  for  livestock  man- 
agement practices  that  need  to  be  changed  for 
range  improvement. 


48 


hange  in  salting  practices  is  mandated  in  t) 
(page  10,  RM  3.3.4.*).},  but  a  list  of  all 


i  do  to  help  the  BLM  lmprc 


•ange  management  in  the  Grass  Crt 


:1Ple  use 


15.3 


■■  (trend)  of  the  liras.'.  Cruck  j 
satisfactory 


The  draft  EIS  leaves  the  Impression  that  less  t 
range  conditions  and  declining  trends  are  due  to  domestic  UvCstoel 
grazing-- only.   We  realize  that  this  is  a  grazing  EIS,  hut  we 
encourage  you  to  provide  a  table  In  the  final  EI5  that  outlines 

Grass  Creek  area  during  the  past  20  years.   For  instance,  ue 
would  like  for  this  table  to  Include  changes  that  have  occurred 
In  cattle,  sheep,  antelope,  elk,  and  mule  doer  AUM's  and  in 
sage  grouse  numbers;  changes  that  have  occurred  in  the  season  of 

recreational  use— port  icularly  in  use  by  of  f-road-drlve 
vehicles.  We  recommend  that  the  table  present  the  data  in  five 
year  increments  (i.  ft.,  1960.  1965,  1970,  1975.  and  1980).  Such 
a  table  will  allow  the  EIS  reader  to  properly  assess  which  uses 
correlate  to  changes  in  range  condition  and  trend.  Frankly,  we 
think  such  a  cable  will  indicate  that  livestock  use  has  been 
fairly  stable  during  the  1960  to  1980  time  period,  while  Other 


15.3  Domestic  livestock  have  been  in  the  past  and 
continue  to  be  the  primary  forage  consumer  in 
Grass  Creek  area.  Long-term  trends  in  wildlife  pop- 
ulations wild  horse  numbers  and  recreational  use  in 
the  EIS  area  can  be  found  in  the  Grass  Creek  Unit 
Resource  Analysis  (LIRA).  It  is  doubtful  that  a  20- 
year  time  period  would  give  a  meaningful  picture  of 
these  trends  or  the  relationship  of  other  uses  to 
these  trends. 


ir  need  to  manage  livestock  differently,  or  to  jive  different 
isons  for  recommending  management  changes  (i.  e. ,  Livestock 
i   have  to  be  reduced  because  the  public  wants  more  wildlife, 

.bleras). 


15.4 


15.5 


w«on  current  forage  supply  and  forage  demand.   It  is  our  opinion  that 

■cess  were  too  conservative,  and  because  of  this  only  11.67   percent 
the  estimated  total  plant  production  was  allocated  to  livestock, 
wildlife,  and  f  ree-roamintt  horses.   Allocations  to  these  three  large 
herbivores  range  from   0  (zero)  percent  for  three  allotments  (0705, 
2518,  and  3033)  to  1170  percent  for  allotment  646.   Ignoring  these 
extremes,  on  most  allotments  10  to  15  percent  of  the  forage  was  deemed 
usable  by  large  herbivores.   These  extremely  low  estimates  of  usable 
forage  cause  serious  shortages  of  forage  to  appear  in  all  tables  comparing 
forage  demand  and  supply.   We  are  convinced  that  these  shortages  do  not 


actually  exist, 
the  shortages  re 
hou  livestock  ov 
wildlife  and  wll 

that  the  forage 


ifa< 


Unfoi 


I  in  the  draft  FITS  will  add  fuel  CO  the  fire  about 
the  range  (note  that  the  total  forage  demand  lnclui 

>e*  In  addition  to  livestock)  and  compeCe  with 
We  encourage  you  to  bluntly  state  In  the  final  EIS 

[tloo  data  given  in  the  draft  F.IS  is  based  on  I  one 


15.4  Refer  to  Appendix  A  and  Table  3-10,  page  92. 
See  Response  2.5. 

15.5  As  indicated  on  page  31  of  the  DEIS  and  the 
summary  description  of  the  proposed  action  in  this 
document,  the  forage  production  data  are  prelimi- 
nary and  would  be  supplemented  by  monitoring. 
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tint1  survey  and  computation  by  a  compl  ie.-m-d  computer  model  that  jug 
|nad  its  predicted  result*  tested  agaisse  a  field  situation.  Sivnn  el 
impact  that  such  data  can  have  on  people's  lives,  Lt  is  imperative  tl 
the  computer  lied  data  not  he  used  In  anv  way  to  help  make  management 
decisions  until  the  computerized  alloc/it  Ion  process  has  been  proven 
through  field  testing. 


We  are  familiar  with  and  supportive  of  the  allotment  categorization  proce- 
that  has  been  used  to  classify  the  .-il lotments  into  the  '«'  (maintain 
present  condition*  and  management),  'I'  (improve  present  conditions, 

management  on  lands  that  the  Bureau  is  unable  to  adequately  monitor  or 
which  is  ecologically  unable  to  respond  to  management)  categories.   This 
process  will  allow  JJLM  lo  establish  priorities  for  allotments  whirl,  ami 
attention  now  versus  those  allotment*  which  do  not  need  Immediate  attentlc 
Because  of  the  importance  of  this  categorize  [on  process,  we  offer  the 
following  comments! 

1.   'M'  Category  Allotments  (page  17) 

a.   Item  B  under  Clwftct Crist ics  should  rend  "ecological  potentia 


1    (tl 


alsc 


ept   ol    pot 


all   other   parts  of   the  draft   EIS  where 

range   condition   la   used). 

We  fully   support   the   idea   expressed   in   item  B  under  Category 

Criteria.      We  agree   that  on  many   range   sites   fair   condition 

is   acceptable—particularly   if    the   trend   shows   improvement. 

We  agree   with  your   stated  management   objective.      We   encourage 


15.6 


15.7 


irhouse  June  8,  1982 

EIS  Page  6 

conflicts  (i.  a.,  We  suggest  a  statement  such  as,  "A 

second  objective  Is  to  manage  all  multiple  uses  no  that 

resource  conflicts  do  not  develop"J.   Wildlife  numbers 

or  recreational  use  should  not  be  allowed  CO  build  up  in 

'I'. 

We  would  like  clarification  on  the  use  of  the  word  "Range 
Improvements".   Range  Improvements  are  specifically  defined 

on  page  31,  while  plant  treatments  are  identified  as  sagebrush 
spraying,  prescribed  burning,  rotary  brush  cutting,  and  blue 
grama  ripping  on  the  same  page.   Table  1-4  (pages  26-27)  seems 


Actions  (page  17).   Otherwise,  your  deftnat 
"RA.NCE  IMPROVEMENTS  will  be  n,.r  Iw.r  ls-.«l  if  tl 


2,       ' I'  Category  Al I 


b.      All   emphasis   ; 


15.6  Wildlife  numbers  will  be  allowed  to  fill,  but  not 
exceed,  habitat  to  the  G&F  strategic  plan  goals  in 
accordance  with  MFP  recommendation  WL  4.1. 
The  G&F  strategic  plan  goals  on  "M"  category  al- 
lotments will  not  create  a  significant  resource  con- 
flict, as  defined  by  the  "M"  category  criteria.  If 
monitoring  shows  a  conflict  in  any  "M"  category  al- 
lotment (for  example,  conflicts  on  specific  parcels 
of  public  land  in  scattered  ownership  areas,  wildlife 
goals  are  incorrect,  or  major  wildlife  use  changes), 
the  allotment  may  be  shifted  to  the  "I"  category. 
Then  wildlife  habitat  goals,  domestic  livestock 
forage  allocation  levels,  or  watershed  condition 
goals  and  management  actions  would  be  adjusted 
accordingly. 

15.7  Page  120  defines  range  improvement  as  used 
in  this  document. 


mfUcts   caused 
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d.   Table  1-2  on  page  IB  needs  a  statement  Chat  tells  the 

15.8 

rancher  that  an  'I'  allotment  -will  be  Melons  tried  to 
'M'  if  range  condition  and  trend,  management,  ond  resource 
conflict  problems  are  solved. 
B,   We  suggest  CM  the  'V    category  tabic  be  subdivided  tfl  a 
fashion  similar  W  the  'C  category  cable.   T^  would 
Identify  those  allotments  "here  livestock  grazing  and 
management  are  the  primary  reasons  (bar  the  range  Is  not 
responding  as  the  BLM  would  like.   Situations  thr.c  would 

season-long,  continuous,  heavy  grazing  and  flagrant  trespass. 
'I  '  allotments  would  Identify  those  situations  where  range 
conditions  are  a  result  of  overuse  by  two  or  more  grazing 
animals,  or  th.  gracing  animal*  actually  OMtfllM.   U  U 
important  that  the  reason (s)  an  allotment  are  dMlilW  ** 

allotment  being  classified  as  'I^1  include  areas  where 
watershed  values  are  considered  to  be  of  Rreat  enough 

cover,  or  range  trend  decline  is  due  to  early  ■089011  use 
by  wildlife  or  wildlife  and  livestock.   Range  condition  and 

conclusion  that  management  action  must  be  taken.   However, 
the  action  taken  may  be  bused  on  public  opinion  and  when 
such  a  situation  exists  it  should  be  .10  stated  (1.  B.  .  The 
BLM  may  need  to  be  making  statements  such  as,  "The  BLM 

June  B,  19R2 


undesirable  change  in  range  condition 
HOMOVCr,  it  is  our  judgement  that  the 
wildlife  species  more  than  it  wants  t 
also  use  this  range.  Therefore,  it  i 
domestic  livestock  on  this  range  so  c 
harvest  is  reduced.   The  BLM  believes 

areas  may  actually  improve.   The  BLM 


(Item  A  under  Chai 


s).  Ut>  understand  that  product 


15.9 


Change  item  B  under  Characteristics  to  "ecological  potent! 

custodial  management.   Your  Management  Actions  statements 
indicate  Chat  the  BLM  intend;!  to  exert  a  great  deal  of 

fl] lotmenl s.   We  think  this  is  proper  where  range 
condition:!  are  unacceptable,  trend  is  declining  and  Liv*i 
grazing  tit  the  major  cause  of  the  problem.   We  recommend, 
however,  that  vnu  change  the  'Cj '  category  to  an  'I  ' 

category,   'I  '  would  be  limited  to  allotments  with  low 


1 5.8  See  Text  Revision  page  1 6. 

15.9  The  range  condition  can  vary  by  allotment 
from  poor  to  good.  The  categorization  process  is 
discussed  on  page  3. 


51 


Mr.  John  Moor house                                June  8,  1982 

Crass  Creek  EIS                                   Page  9 

control  over. 

4.   rC  '  Category  Allotments  (page  20) 

a.  We  agree  with  the  'C-'  category.  However,  we  suggest  chat 

you  clarify  what  "variable"  range  condition  means,  add 

a  statement,  about  "preventing  resource  use  conflicts  from 

developing  in  'C  '  allotments  (as  part  of  the  Management: 

Objective  statement),  and  clarify  the  problem  in  range 

Improvement  versus  plant  treatments  definatlons  previously 

NHtaHt. 

In  summary,  we  think  the  categorization  process  is  a  major  step  forward 

in  how  DIM  approaches  its  livestock  grazing  management  program.   The 

comments  made  above  are  Intended  to  help  fine  tune  the  categorization 

process.   Ue  think  the  suggested  changes  will  result  In  better  public 

understanding  of  what  you  are  doing  and  why. 

We  are  very  pleased  with  the  consultation  you  Imply  the  BLH  will  do  with 

the  ranchers.   We  encourage  you  to  Involve  the  ranchers  in  discussions 

with  BLM  and  the  Came  and  Fish  at  the  same  time  so  the  three  of  you  can 

attempt  to  solve  problems  rather  than  the  BLH  always  being  placed  in  the 

middle. 

Ue  are  very  pleased  with  the  process  that  will  be  used  when  grazing 

decisions  are  issued  (page  3ft).   The  information  the  decision  document 

will  include  (particularly  the  resource  values  to  be  evaluated  and  the 

desired  changes  in  resource  values)  will  assist  the  ranchers  and  the  BLM 

to  properly  evaluate  the  progress  being  made.   This  Information  will  also 

prepare  the  rancher  to  work  with  the  BLM  in  meeting  the  management  objectives. 

15,10 


15.11 


15.12 


We  should  have  mentioned  the  next  concern  earlier  so  that  it  would 
appear  in  the  same  order  in  our  comments  as  it  does  In  the  draft  EIS. 
We  do  not  believe  that  Alternative  2  should  be  labled  "No  Action".   We 
understand  why  this  alternative  is  Included  In  the  EIS,  but  protest 
that  "No  Livestock  Crazing"  represents  "No  Action".   Removal  of  livestock 
from  BLM  lands  in  the  Crass  Creek  area  is  action.   The  "No  Action" 
phrase  is  first  used  on  page  S-l  of  the  draft  EIS. 


We 


ad  i 


iut  or  concern  relative  to  the  low  amount  of  total 
plant  production  that  seems  to  have  been  allocated  to  a  grazing  animal. 
We  know  that  much  of  this  plant  production  may  not  have  been  allocated 
because  it  occurs  on  lands  thought  unsuitable  for  grazing  use.  \:e 
suggest  you  full>  explain  the  reasons  why  only  72  million  pounds  (out 
of  621  million  pounds)  are  considered  forage  production  available  for 
proper  use  by  livestock,  wildlife,  and  wild  horses.   How  much  of  the 
total  production  is  unavailable  because  of  range  unsuitahlllty?  This 
Information  will  help  the  reader  of  the  EIS  understand  what  management 
practices  may  be  needed  to  better  balance  forage  supply  with  Forage 
demand  (these  comments  are  directed  toward  the  "Productivity"  and  the 
"Suitability"  discussion  on  page  53  of  the  draft  EIS. 

You  indicate  on  page  68  (Dependence  of  Users  on  BLM  Crazing  Permits)  that 
BLM  lands  produce  20  percent  of  the  forage  demanded  by  livestock  in  the 
Crass  Creek  area.   However,  Table  SI  on  page  S-S  indicates  that  removal 
of  all  grazing  from  BLM  lands  would  change  demand  for  livestock  forage 
by  a  -30  percent.   We  do  not  understand  the  relationship  of  these  two 
estimates  of  grazing  use.   Also,  if  we  read  Table  SI  correctly,  Alternate 


15.10  The  reason  the  no  action  alternative  is  also 
the  no  grazing  alternative  is  because  in  this  alterna- 
tive, the  BLM  would  take  no  action  to  renew  the  ex- 
isting grazing  permits  after  they  expired  (in  approxi- 
mately 1 989).  This  alternative  does  not  analyze  the 
cancelling  of  existing  grazing  permits,  which  would 
require  an  action  by  the  BLM,  but  would  simply 
allow  the  permits  to  expire  and  take  no  action  to 
renew  them. 

15.11  See  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix  D. 

15.12  The  30  percent  change  in  demand  for  live- 
stock forage  is  based  on  the  statement  on  page 
103,  Livestock  Grazing,  third  paragraph,  which  indi- 
cates that  the  48  permittees  with  at  least  one  "I" 
category  allotment  get  an  average  of  30  percent  of 
the  total  livestock  forage  requirements  from  public 
lands.  The  text  was  revised  on  page  S-2  and  S-5  to 
clarify  this  information  and  avoid  confusion. 
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Mr.  John  Moorhousc                                      -IunB  8'  1982 
Grass  Creek  EI5                                         PW  H 

2— No  Livestock  Grazing— should  result  in  a  100  percent  reduction  in 

15.13 

Demand  For  Livestock  Forage  from  BLM  lands.   We  hop*  you  can  clarify 
this  situation  in  the  final  EIS.   Explanation  of  .how  you  arrived  at 

those  figures  amy  lie  sufficient. 

You  discuss  on  page  69  the  Local  Income  and  Employment  situation.   In  the 

forth  paragraph  you  indicate  that  50  Hill  time  |obs  are  dependent  on 

puhlic  land  grwtflg..   Doca  this  include  the  ranchers  (94  permittees) 

15.14 

and  their  family  members  that  work  on  ranches  that  use  public  lands. 

or  does  this  figure  represent  only  hired  employees?  Can  you  estimate 

under  the  No  Livestock  Grazing  alternative  how  many  ranches  would  go 

out  of  the  livestock  business  or  have  to  be  reorganised  to  stay  in  the 

business? 

We  fully  support  your  ideas  for  creating  new  wetland  areas  by  construct ing 

reservoirs,  troughs,  spring  developments,  and  then  Fencing  wetland  areas 

off  from  livestock  grazing.   What  this  does  is  crcat  new  habitat  and  pro- 

tect it  before  livestock  become  dependent  on  It.   We  think  Eilil  U  more 

desirable  Chan  fencing  large  amounts  of  existing  wetland  or  riparian 

areas  that  livestock  have  traditionally  used.   You  may  have  to  fence  some 

stroam-rlparian  areas,  but  emphasizing  newly  developed  areas  should 

reduce  the  need  to  disrupt  existing  livestock  management  patterns. 

We  encourage  you  to  consider  establishing  areas  of  crested  uheatgrasfl 

away  from  riparian  zones  or  for  livestock  use  during  the  early  spring. 

-during   critical   periods  of   plant   gn 
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into   Table    3-6   on    page 
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15.13  See  Text  Revisions  page  S-2  and  S-5. 

15.14  See  Text  Revision  page  69  and  Response 
6.6. 


15.15  See  explanations  in  Appendix  E,  pages  E-3 
and  E-4.  Each  of  the  figures  for  sediment  yield  and 
vegetative  cover,  for  the  proposed  action  as  well  as 
the  existing  environment,  was  calculated  separate- 
ly. The  proposed  action's  improvements  in  range 
condition  by  one  class,  (e.g.,  from  fair  to  good) 
would  lead  to  increases  in  vegetative  cover  on  indi- 
vidual "I"  category  pastures  and  allotments,  and  in- 
crease the  average  for  the  planning  area  from  26 
to  29  percent.  This  percent  increase  was  not  based 
on  sediment  yield.  However,  proposed  vegetative 
cover  change  per  allotment  was  part  of  the  calcula- 
tions for  sediment  yield.  These  calculations  by  "I" 
allotment  were  based  on  changes  in  four  PSIAC 
factors  (see  Appendix  E),  and  the  smallest  change 
was  in  vegetative  cover.  The  largest  factor  change 
was  for  land  use  (season  of  use)  which  would  have 
the  effect  of  decreasing  soil  compaction  and  in- 
creasing moisture  infiltration.  In  many  allotments, 
when  the  vegetative  cover  factor  (as  part  of  ground 
cover)  changed  by  1,  the  land  use  factor  changed 
by  10  or  12.  Thus,  according  to  the  PSIAC  equa- 
tion, vegetative  cover  changes  alone  would  account 
for  a  small  portion  of  the  change  in  sediment  yield. 

For  other  figures  on  Table  3-6,  ratios  were  em- 
ployed to  obtain  comparative  values  for  alternatives 
1  through  4,  based  on  the  EIS  preferred  alternative. 
The  average  percent  vegetative  cover  for  Alterna- 
tive 1  should  be  approximately  24,  based  on  appar- 
ent trend  acreages  given  on  Table  3-1 ,  page  72. 

We  maintain  that  changes  in  vegetative  cover, 
even  of  small  magnitude,  will  affect  sediment 
yields.  But  the  majority  of  such  affects  on  Grass 
Creek  lands  are  the  result  of  the  total  changes  in 
watershed  conditions  and  use. 
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15.16 


15.17 


15.18 


15.19 


but  that  moisture  Is  used  by  the  ecosystem  to  grow  a  protective  plant 
cover.  This  Is  generally  true  under  proper  management.  In  the  10  co 
15  Inches  of  annual  precipitation  zone,  there  la  periodically  enough 
moisture  to  cause  soil  erosion,  and  there  is  periodically  enough  of 

plant  cover  that  erosion  is  high.  Much  of  your  land  seems  to  be  In 
a  zone  that  nature  has  decreed  a  high  rate  of  soil  erosion.  He  hope 
that  you  reevaluate  Table  3-6  prior  to  publishing  the  final  EIS. 

understand  Table  3-10  on  pages  92  and  93.   H<  particularly  do  not 
understand  what  you  are  trying  to  show  with  the  "Competitive  Forage" 
columns  or  how  that  data  was  calculated. 

We  are  almost  violently  opposed  to  Figure  3-2.   He  do  not  believe  that 
"relative  big  game  carrying  capacities  by  alternatives"  should  use 
Game  and  Fish  Coals  as  the  base.   He  suggest  that  the  base  (i.  e. , 
the  0  percent  mark)  reflect  the  current  numbers.   Came  and  Fish  Coals  can 
be  placed  on  the  Figure  as  an  Alternative.   Redrawing  of  this  Figure 
with  the  current  situation  as  the  base  will  show  that  all  nlternat lvt-s 
except  "No  Change"  and  "Optimize  Livestock"  will  result  in  more  big  game 
in  the  future  than  we  now  have.   The  "Optimize  Livestock"  alternative 
almost  produces  more  game.   We  also  suggest  that  you  draw  a  line  almost 
straight  down  from  the  "No  Crazing"  line  to  remind  people  that  rapidly 
growing  wildlife  populations  often  eat  them  selves  out  of  house  and  home 
and  large  numbers  of  animals  die  from  starvation.   People  need  to  be 
reminded  of  this  ecological  fact  so  that  they  do  not  automatically  vote 
for  a  +300  percent  increase  In  big  game  numbers  by  year  15. 


Mr.  John  Koorhouse 

June  6,  19 

Crass  Creek  EIS 

Page  U 
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the  +31)0  p 

rcent  change  occurre 

within  15  y 

We  question  your  listing  water  and  forage  eonsumed  bv  livestock  and 
wildlife  as  "Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  commitments  of  resources". 
Hater  Is  a  nutrient  that  cycles  and  forage  is  usually  thought  of  as 
a  renewable  resource.   If  you  list  these  two  items  under  this  section 
in  the  final  EIS  you  should  change  the  statement  to  say  you  are 
"Irreversibly  and  Irretrievably  loosing  the  opportunity  to  use  water 

The  EIS  does  not  say  whether  the  proposed  action  or  any  of  the  alternatives 
will  actually  put  any  ranchers  out  of  business.   This  assessment  should 
he  made.   If  any  of  the  alternatives  result  in  a  ranch  being  put  out  of 
business,  then  "ranchers  lost"  should  be  included  as  a  irreversible 
and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources. 

We  know  many  of  the  preparers  personally  (page  112-113).   We  want  to  eompllmer 
them  for  doing  a  good  Job  In  preparing  the  draft  Crass  Creek  Crazing  EIS. 

and  the  cer.m  for  carrying  through  with  a   very  difficult  assignement. 


15.16  See  revisions  for  Table  3-10  on  pages  92 
and  93  in  the  text.  "Total  Forage  Consumed"  = 
(the  sum  of  each  species  x  consumption  rate  in 
pounds  of  forage  per  month  x  season  of  use  in 
months)  by  allotment  for  all  allotments  in  the  Grass 
Creek  EIS  area.  "Competitive  Forage"  is  based  on 
dietary  overlap,  the  amount  of  similar  forage  spe- 
cies in  the  diets  of  wildlife  and  wild  horses  that 
could  be  used  by  livestock.  The  figure  in  the  table 
is  the  sum  of  the  competitive  forage  in  each  allot- 
ment by  species  and  class  of  livestock  in  the  allot- 
ment. This  figure  quantitatively  displays  the  relative- 
ly small  proportion  of  the  livestock  forage  base  im- 
pacted by  wildlife. 

15.17  The  Wyoming  Game  &  Fish  Department  stra- 
tegic plan  goals  are  set  at  a  level  of  carrying  ca- 
pacity as  modified  by  "reasonableness"  (i.e.,  politi- 
cal concern,  administrative  constraints,  etc.).  These 
levels  are  usually  between  historical  population  high 
and  low  levels.  The  current  big  game  population 
levels  are  below  this  point.  The  BLM  is  committed 
by  cooperative  agreement,  as  well  as  by  law,  to 
strive  to  provide  wildlife  habitat  at  "reasonable" 
levels.  We  have  accepted  the  G&F  strategic  plan 
goals  as  reasonable  levels.  Showing  the  carrying 
capacity  in  relation  to  the  G&F  goals  indicates  the 
true  situation. 

A  wildlife  population  "crash"  would  only  occur  if, 
and  when,  the  habitat  carrying  capacity  is  exceed- 
ed. The  G&F  is  responsible  for  assessing  this  pop- 
ulation carrying  capacity  level  and  re-establishing 
goals  at  that  point.  Also,  we  have  clearly  stated  in 
the  draft  that  population  levels  would  not  increase 
beyond  the  G&F  goal  level;  only  the  carrying  ca- 
pacity of  public  lands  would  increase. 

15.18  The  "no  livestock  grazing"  alternative 
would  release  many  times  the  amount  of  forage 
currently  consumed  by  wildlife,  and  wildlife  popula- 
tions would  most  certainly  respond  to  this  tremen- 
dous "flush"  of  new  forage.  A  check  with  three 
northern  Rocky  Mountain  game  ranges  indicated 
that  game  populations  in  these  areas  increased  an 
average  300  percent  when  livestock  was  removed. 
Furthermore,  recent  historical  game  populations  in 
the  EIS  area  are  known  to  have  been  considerably 
greater  than  300  percent  of  what  they  currently  are 
(see  Response  15.17).  The  impacts  of  an  increase 
are  explained  on  pages  86-100. 

15.19  Grazing  reductions  associated  with  the  pro- 
posed action  and  alternatives  could  affect  an  indi- 
vidual's ranch  value,  net  returns,  and  ranch  finan- 
cial position.  When  loan  factors  such  as  ranch 
value,  loan  to  appraisal  value  ratio,  debt  to  asset 
ratio,  and  repayment  ability  are  adversely  affected, 
it  may  be  more  difficult  for  the  rancher  to  obtain  a 
new  loan  or  operating  credit,  or  refinance  an  exist- 
ing loan.  The  financial  impact  of  this  would  depend 
on  the  characteristics  of  the  ranch  and  the  man- 
agement ability  of  the  operator. 
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"invito"  an  outsider  to  participate.   It  appears  to  us  that 
most  interest  groups  (wildlife,  forestry,  recreation,  fisheries, 
and  cultural  resources)  have  a  direct  connection  to  the  EIS 
team  through  team  members  who  probably  have  close  professional 
affiliation  to  the  Interest  groups.   It  would  be  nice  if  range 
managers  represented  livestock  Interest,  but  we  do  not.   There- 
fore, we  think  it  only  fair  that  livestock  interest  be  represented 
on  the  EIS  team — maybe  in  equal  numbers  to  other  disciplines. 
We  strongly  feel  that  the  Resource  Area  management  team  should 
be  involved  in  all  phases  of  the  grazing  EIS  preparation.   We 
find  it  inconceivable  that  the  expertise  represented  by  Area 
personnel  1b  not  fully  represented  on  the  EIS  team.   Likewise, 
we  cannot  understand  how  the  EIS  team  can  establish  the  management 
direction,  and  then  the  Resource  Area  people  arc  left  to  carry  out 
the  direction.   We  think  this  undermines  any  confidence  the 
ranchers  may  have  in  longterm  cotimitments  made  by  the  BLM.   We 
suspect  that  such  a  situation  has  less  Chan  a  desirable  effect 
on  BLM  employee  moral  (EIS  team  does  not  get  to  follow  through 
with  management,  and  the  Resource  Area  people  don't  get  to 
determine  the  management  needed. 


15.20  The  EIS  team  is  made  up  of  Resource  Area 
personnel  plus  specialists  from  the  District  staff  in 
fields  that  are  not  staffed  at  the  Resource  Area 
level  (archeology,  hydrology,  etc.).  Where  a  field 
has  more  than  one  specialist  (e.g.,  wildlife)  the  Re- 
source Area  staff  person  was  designated  as  group 
leader.  In  addition,  although  the  Area  Manager  is 
not  listed  as  a  member  of  the  team,  he  is  responsi- 
ble for  the  proposed  action.  The  MFP  recommen- 
dations which  are  the  basis  for  the  proposal  and  Al- 
ternatives 3  and  4  are  his  recommendations. 


June  8,  1982 
Page  16 

John,  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  enter  Into  the  management 

process  that  will  occur  on  the  Crass  Creek  area.   Ue  hope  our  thought* 

are  helpful.   We  stand  ready  to  assist  you  and  the  BLM  in  any  way 

uc  can.   Please  let  us  know  how  and  when  we  can  be  of  assistance. 


We  have  provided  copies  of  these  comments  to  ranchers  In  the  Grass 
Creek  area.   They  knew  that  we  were  preparing  these  cowmencs  and  asked 
us  for  a  copy.   We  also,  stand  ready  to  assist  these  or  other  range 
users  in  bringing  the  Crass  Creek  EIS  to  a  successful  conclusion. 


sincerely.  roura  trulv, 

F.  E.  Busby,  \f.   Daniel  Rodgers, 
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1    feel   that  wildlife  has   been 
proper  management   of   these  flllet- 
1  as   the  livestock.      For  instance, 
s    for   livestock    but    no   planning    for 
houltl   be  set  up   tor  places 


Mr,   John  Moorhouse 

Team  Leader,    DLH 

Box   119 

Norland,   Wyoming      B3401 

In  studying   your  Grass  Creek  E1S   draft, 

put  to  the  back  of  the  bus  once  again. 

ments  could  greatly  help  wildlife  as  wi 

page   17,    #1-2   shows   management  ohjectit 

wildlife.      I   fed   that   habitat  managumc 

such  as  South  Pock  Canyon  and  the  upper  Owl  Creeks   because  of  depicting   elk 

and  sheep  hoards  due   to  poor  winter   ranges.     There  appears   to  be  a  great 

inbalanco  in  the  supply  and  demand  as   shown   in  tables   #A-1   and  »A-2.      The 

average  person  can  see   that   if   the   take   is  greater   than   the   supply,    It  won't 

be  long   before  the  remainder  is   zero. 

One  area  that   needs  more  attention   is   the  stream   bottom  erosion  due   to  ovsr- 
graiing   of   livestock.      Nothing   proposed   in  Table   #1-4,   page  26  will    improve 
these  fcones.     I  also  feel  it  is  unacceptable  for  tho  "M"  and  "C"  categories 
to  be  allowed   to  deteriorate  wetlands  and   river  bottoms  due   to  the  reason  o£ 
scattered   land  patterns.     These  categories   can  be  crucial   to  wildlife  habitat 
and   need  to  be  looked  at.      I   also  cannot  see  the  reasoning   behind  deleting 
waterfowl   and   trout   from   the  wetlands  concerned,   but   the   livestock   remain   (page 
69,   *3-9  thru   H3-13). 

I   feel   that   the  BU   should  select  Alternative  H   or  a   better  proposal   but 
nothing   less.     We   have  to  remember  BLM   land   is   everyones   land   not   just   a   select 
few.      We  definitely   need   to  manage  these  crucial  winter   ranges   to  guarantee 
enough  food   left   for  wildlife.      After  all,   the  wildlife   need   their   fair  share 
of  the  multiple  use   lands   too,   and  a  score  of  wildlife   5%   to  livestock   051   is 
by   far   not  a   fair  share   (page   g2,    table  #3-10]. 


'ZiMennt  Goatee*. 


Star  Route 

WORLAND.  WYOMING  82401 


'or  infttinj  cur  laifffili 
rround  during  survey , 
■sir  allotments   have  de' 


is  to  protest  Lhn  'Jnsa  Cri?ek  EIS  nni 
>'/?  into  Cattery  1  because 

We  were  never  consulted   either  on   ti 

anywhere,    iiei'ore  being  cit— J.S>;ec. 

'i here  is  no  inaicstion  or  proof  thn' 

the  last     thirty  ypars. 

ueferreQ   turn   out   is   economically     djs-nstrous. 

Kroni  years  of  experience,   we   know   that  reduced 

call-  weights  on  allotment  C579. 

lio  veretation  was   tested    for  nutrients. 

We  do   not   lelieve  the   iureau  people     are   fnriliar 

iloneatic   livestock,   or  with   ranching  orerations. 
.  The  Attitude  of  the  officials  in  the  Morion.    ofTi< 

good   relationship. 

'.here  are  many   other  WtaMM   to  protest   the  Grass 


i   grazing   hnh]ts      of 


;:.LL:-ERHi      lJAVVLE  COt'i'.WY 
Everett  5eaton,     Manager 
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WYOMING  ADVOCATES  FOR  ANIMALS 

316  East  Pershing  Boulevard 

Cheyenne,  WY   83001 

June  8,  1982 


Mr.  John  Moorhead 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of    Land  Management 

P.    0.    Box   X19 

norland,   wy      82401 


Re:      Gt 
Dear  Mr.   Moorhead: 
We    have    studied    the 


ass   Creek  Grazing   Draft   EIS 


ient  and  wish 


Alternatives 
are  fully  una' 


(no  change)  and  3  (optimize 
:eptable  to  Wyoming  Advocates 


Although  it  does  appear  possible  that  total  income  would  be 
decreased  and  perhaps  a  disruption  of  traditional  grazing 
operations  on  public  lands  would  occur,  nevertheless  it  seems 
to  us  that  a  combination  of  Alternatives  2  (no  livestock  grazii 
and  i    (manage  for  other  uses)  would~T5e  the  most  feasible  plan. 

We  are  committed  to  the  principle  that~Sll  life  forms  have  a 
right  to  exist.  We  are  not  committed  to  the  principle  that  a 
special  interest  group  should  be  allowed  unlimited  resources 
at  public  expense,  feeling  rightly  that  the  special  livestock 
interests  have  prevailed  to  the  detriment- Of  "otfher  interests, 
and  that  the  ideal  of  multiple  use  has  not  been  reached  becausi 
livestock  interests  have  too  long  prevailed  in  demanding  what 
should  be  considered  a  privilege  and  not  a  right. 

We  are  at  any  rate  totally  opposed  to  full  removal  of  wild 
horses.   We  are  opposed  to  any  plan  which  will  not  leave  wild 
horses  in  manageable  numbers  on  range  that  will  support  them 
nutritionally.   We  are  opposed  to  any  plan  which  does  not  make 
adequate  forage  and  range  available  to  adequate  numbers  of 
wildlife.   Obviously,  too  much  of  any  one  thing,  whether 
livestock,  wildlife  or  wild  horses,  could  be  detrimental.   A 
balanced  view  that  would  satisfy  all  interests,  without  one 
overbalancing  the  others,  is  the  goal  which  we  feel  should  be 
the  ultimate  aim. 

We  do  not  believe  that  dollar  figures  simply  because  there 
might  be  a  decrease  of  income  on  the  part  of  livestock  opera- 
tors should  be  a  contributing  factor  in  weighing  all  sides 
of  the  issue.   We  also  realize  this  is  a  simplistic  view,  but 
nevertheless  it  is  one  to  which  we  subscribe  wholeheartedly. 


Mr.  John  Moorhead 


In  summary,  our  commitment  then  would  be  adequate  public  land 
use  for  both  wild  horses  and  wildlife,  with  the  livestock 
operation  coming  in  as  a  third  use  only  where  such  livestock 
would  not  damage  the  range  to  the  detriment  of  all  three 
interests.   We  are  particularly  opposed  to  over-use  of  public 
lands  in  any  area  by  sheep  interests. 

Yours  truly, 

WYOMING  ADVOCATES  FOR  ANIMALS 


•^(Mrs.1  Jeannine  R.  Stall  iners 
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JUNIO'8? 


Star  I'iouto 
worland,   Wyoming 
Juno  a,   1.982 


Buruau  of  Land  MtHiufinmonS 
Box  119 
Worland,  Wyoming 

Door  Sirni 

In  trying  to  road  and  undorotand  tho  Gr.iou  Crook  QtMiftg  Draft  E  I  S, 
which  I  found  lmporiulblo,   oovaral  pointo  nUnd  out  throughout  tho  Fjtatomont. 
Tharo  io  a  prajudlco  against  uprini;  i;raain(>  without  any  poriintint  ducuiiiuntatlon 
Lo  buck  It  up, 

I  could  not  find  any  roferanco  to  quality  of  forage,  only  poundn  availabla, 
which  iu  inadaa,uato  to  oatimato  tho  carrying  capacity  pf  any  allotment,     I  oould 
not  find  any  ruforuncu  to  tho  availability  of  aalt  oagu  aa  a,  key  npticlon  which 
io  a  vary  high  protein  food  for  Uvea  tool*,  and  ohoop. 

PormlttaoB  cannot   ba   uxpactod   to   finance  rangy   impruv email  to   with   RO  BUBfUttOfl 
that  thoy  will  be  able  to  uua  thorn  to  thoir  fullent  uxtant.     That  ranponrUbl  Uty 
han   boon  eliargad  to   tho  BUI  and  fluids  ouppllnd  through  tho  B10O  fundi*,   li'udoml 
Land  Pol  lay  and  Management  Act,   and  public  Rangnland  Tmprovomunt  Aflti 

B'orioan  located  to  preclude  exceeding  tho  oxluting  vUiual  claon  none  mo 
by   no  moonn   practical,   and  nhould   not  bra   built   uuing   thlu  crl  torla. 

RwLdlng  tho  lint  of  preparers  I  found  inadequate  connultatlon  and  nourdjnatl  an 
in  roguordn  to  llvaatoch  nituumemont.     There  wore  no  ranchere,  who  are  expertn  in 
that  field,   or  any  other  qualified  pernonnol    for  any  Input  on   livuEitock  management, 
whloh  ohould  bo  imperative  to  implementing  a  plan  of  thic  typo. 

Over  the  yearn  ulnae  the  Taylor  Craning  Act  Uie  13LM  hao  allowed  and  concur red 
with  valuon  Doing  not  and  rooorded  on  AUK 'a  attached  to  bono  property  that  han 
boon  BOld  and  renold.     It  In  not  in  the  bant  Interest  of  all  portion  uonuarncd  for 
the  BLM  Lo  be  able  to  reduce   the  number  of  AUM'u  alruady  oijl.abUnhed  with  a 
uubntantlal  value.     1  would  be  in  teres  tod  to  know  tho  legality  pf  thin  onpect  □.!' 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  20 


20.1  See  Response  2.5.  Nuttall  saltbush  is  an  im- 
portant winter  sheep  and  cattle  forage  plant  during 
the  early  spring,  but  is  seldom  considered  a  key 
species  for  indicating  plant  community  changes. 


the  plan  propound. 

If  the  tlLM  had  properly  mwiafiafl  the  publio  lande  a*  ej\y  uuooennful 
Individual  operator  would  have  there  would  be  no  need  for  a  reduutlcu  sf  Bfwiirifi 


a£  thlu  Dtuily  uIhJiiib, 


nVBpeutf'uUy,         ____.. 

Jay  0.   Matliowrj 
Allotment  No.  0&OH 
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RECEIVED 
JW  10-B2 


21 


Mr.    John    Mo.iyhon-'.i 
Box   119 
Worland,   Hymning 

Dear  John; 


find    It 


at,    I  find  a< 


i   18  places 


Tn   response   to   the  Crazing   Draft  Environmental   Impact   Bit 

very   MlAwttUI  and   misleading,   as   well   a*,   a  breach  of   faith   from 

I'p,  enclosing  a  transcript  of  the  July  2?,   l$8l,  meeting  when  M** 

John  Kwiatkowskl,  atated  that  tho  information  taken  from  the  S.V.I 

cerning  forage  allocation,    would    not   bo   us*d   in  determining;  adjusi 

suitability,    line   h-W    of   the    transcript. 

It.  has  been   used.      WHY!  ,    wau   Ifeitf  misleadl 

told   It   would  not.  he? 

T    would   like   to  ask  you   about   the   preparers   (pages   112-113)    being   thlu   la  a 

so   called  grazing  |t(MMA,   WM  ,    was   no   one   with  actual    range   experience   , 

in  preparing   this  grazing  statement? 

My  first  lmpresaion  upon  seeing  the  Grays  Creek  Grazing  Draft— what  a  waste 

of  money,   when   the  outcome   was  all  ready  predetermined  by  a  local   Manager  thr 

had  access   to  a  mulQmilllon  dollar  computer,    that   could   and   did  give   him 

any  answer  that  he   -anted.      9*£  of    the   Hange   I'* era,    that    responded   to  Sjueut 

aire,   felt   the   same   way,      None  of   the   range   i 


ran   consults 


.   thai 


allvi.H 


If    ' 


It 


thi 

fact,   and   seldom    if 

ever,    wa 

a  any 

of  the 

r   Input  used. 

Abo 

t   the   catcgori ratio 

proceae 

,  the 

period 

for  comments   cam 

.  at 

a  very 

bus 

time   of  year  for  t 

e  stockman  and  is  a] 

so  very  hard  to  u 

ider 

tand  the 

way 

It   is  written,      i   h 

ve   seen 

MM 

Irazinp 

Statements  that 

ware 

a  lot  east 

to 

nderstand-      Che  S  .V 

I.n.    wa 

done 

in   the 

Grass  Creek  Area 

wit 

l,ie  veri- 

enced  personnel,   under 

ery  poo 

leadership 

that   were  sometl 

TIBS 

est  and 

5  n 

las  from   where   they 

thought 

they 

were  on 

the   maps. 

it 

OUld   be   extermely   difficult 

to  re 

spend   • 

o  all  of  the  erro 

ry  i 

the  Grass 

Cre 

k   Statement,    hut   it 

Is   very 

obvlc 

us,    it 

was  done  by   peopl 

9    Wl 

h  vury 

bia 

,ed   opinions  and   str 

ng  dire 

tiena 

.      I    will  attempt   tt  sit 

a  f 

w   of    the 

err 

ji*s   that   I   have   noti 

-ed  and 

ould 

like  a 

response   to  each 

and 

very  one 

21.1 


21.2 


21.3 


Page  ? 

[Page  A   13  allotment   No.   0623   is   Hated   In   the   C   category,    yul   in   the   flgure 
|l-2  map   it   is   listed   in    the   1    category,    WHY?     Allotment   0623  nan   been   In   an 
A.M. P.  since  19?li.     The  evaluation  made  by  BLN  Employees  have  been  upward 
trends  since   that   time,      In   19??  Clint  Hanson,    made    the  evaluation,    It   was 
excellent  with  upward   trends,   although   we  had  only  used   j   of    tne   allotment 
with   the   full   use   of  r<*9  AHtt'a,      In   fact,    the   one   j    thftt   we   had   used   was   HO 
good  he  asked  me   when   we   wore   going   to   use   it.      If   we   had  an   honest   unbiased 
evaluation  of  allotment   0633,    I   am  sure   it   should   be   placed   In    the   M   category 
Why,    were   no   transectw  made   on   the   top   of  Saul    "'Id**,    when;    the  major  forage 
production  area   is?     There   is   no    transects   in   this  area   that   in    iny   where 
comparable    to   the    top  of   East   fltdgo.      WHY,    were   they  made  along   the   main 

|?he   number  of   wildlife   on  Allotment   No,   0633   is  not  accurate,     .hey   war* 
|taken   of   off  a  190-<  5  BMtiJUat*.      Besides   that,    we   furnish  90£  of    the   forage 
for   these   sane   wildlife   on   our  meadows.      Yet,    they  are   Hits    taken   of   off    the 
Public  Lands.      WHY',   are   we   charged   twice   for  the   wildlife    In    this  allotment1:1 
The   fence   lines  and   boundary   lines  are   not  accurate,      There  are   some   rather 
large  areas   left  out-   of    the   boundary   line   on  Easi   Hidge. 

The   criteria  used   for  establishing   the   categories   Is  not  accurate   and   Is   no:. 
recognised  by  any  of    the   professional   people   from    the  University.      A   more 
reliable  method  of  establishing   carrying   capacity,    would   be   aotua]    use    records 
which  you  have  had  in  your  office  since  1971* 
Allotment  063? 

'■'ence   Hue.   and   allotment,    border  figure   1-3,   are   not  accurate,   as   the   renoe 
In   Section    5,   T  1*6,    R  9(>,    follows   the    township   line,   yet   the   map   Indicate,; 
differently.      Tn   section   2,    the   figure   1-2  map   shows   U0  acres  01'   Bid   land 
as   being  private,      Why?,   are   these   obvious  errors  allowed,   as  you  have   spent 
In  excess  of  1  million  dollars  on   this  survey.     Ho  one  from  the  BLM  o.er 
consulted  us  as   to   when    they   were   going   to   be   on   the  allotment    to  maku   any 
of   these   surveys.      Wtt? ,    no   one   from    the   BIN,  ever  consulted  ua  prkr   lo   the 
allotments  being  categorised.      Only  after  the   fact,   and   they   never  asked 
u«   to   go  out  on   the  allotment   for  any    Input   from  us. 
Allotment  0616 

Appendix  B   shows   use   from   V"2G--5/19.      ll/lh--2/l'i.      fhU  has   never  been   used 
In   February.      Suitability  of   fl%  is  not   accurate,        Historical      should   be 
Iprii   i:,th--ll/15,   not  U/16--.:'/13 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  21 

21.1  Allotment  0623  should  be  in  the  C1  category. 
See  Text  Revision  page  6}  Figure  I-2. 

21.2  See  Responses  4.5,  10.2. 

21.3  See  Text  Revisions  Appendix  B. 
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Pa«e   3 

Allotment  0620 

2U 

.-ederal  acerape  not  risht,   uhould  be   5035  net  ntjUG,     Private  acerage  not   right, 

should   be   1720   not,  9?0.      Suitability   of   75%  in   not   accurate. 

Allotment   0f-?l 

Total  demand  %t  not  2?3,   should  be  used  earlier  to  contain  needle  and  thread 

craue.      •  ar  more    Uian   ib%  of   the   allotment   is  suitable  for  gmiiing,      Why.    Lb 

allotment   0621,   not   liatad   if.   table   1-3  anyplace?     Allotment  0621    In   nor. 

Hated   In    table   A   ^.    Appendix  A,    WHY?      Table   A-i    HaT.a   633 .-000   lea.   of   Rrasaeii, 

21.5 

250,00   lhii.    of   fortes,      yet  only  200,000  Uaable   when   the  actual   mje   utuilie* 

and   recent  estimates  by   techincal    people   indicate    that    this  allotment   would 

bebenifitsd  if    $0   t.n   1003S  more   livestock   uae   were   r,ade   oi    it,    to   e»ntroll    the 

amount  of  Needle  and  Thread,  as  well  a:-.,  keeping  the  bunch  grass'.'ti  more  palatable. 

You  also  Tail   to  mention   that  all   of   the   water  In   this  allotment,   as   well   tw. 

mou*.  of   the   other  allotments  in   the  Crasr.  Creek   fieyouroe   Area,    1-j,  or.   or  produced 

by  private   invoutment.      Thia  allotment   should   be   placed   In    the  >'   category, 

a0   it.  1L  am   alosa   to   a  climax  production  as  any   allotment    ir,    the  Ura^.^  Creek 

Area.      If  allotment   ffjgj  quAliflea   for  an  R   category  rating  then   0fi?l    tihould 

bo   fW. 

Allotment  OJQ? 

21.6 

On  Allotment  0J07  Appendix  A,    you   have   listed  only   18$  of    the   glttttseu   and 

fortes  as   being  uaablfl,    WHY?     I    wa«  not   consulted   prior   to  any   a£    the   surveya 

on   allotment   0507.      1   have   never  been   consulted  (is   to    locations   01    water  and 

the   availability   of   water  development  In   this  area.      WKV?'      No   credit   la 

given  for  annual   grasses  and  forbeu,    which  arc  a   very  major  supplier  oi    foraffe 

in   this  area. 

Allotment  0620 

Your  tabic   S   2  Appendix   B   on   Historical   aeaaon   of   use   ta   not   accurate,   K*   W 

have   had   some   use   prior   to    this,   as   well   an,    later.      Appendix  C   list    15  heart   of 

21.7 

Elk   or:  Allotment   0620  and   I   have   never  seen   an  Elk  on   thin  allotment   in   my 

life,     Thin   rigure   was   not   taken   .Tom   any  ^ame  and  flan  personnel ,    but   hv 

merely  hearsay   from  Area  Manager,    Joe   Wichjnan,   his  statement   to   me   July   27,    19BI  . 

Appendix  A,    table   1,    lial  525,000   lbs  of  uaable  vegetation   divided   by   7*0 

equals  673  AUK'y.      Yet,    we  have   been  using  2063  AUK's  approximately  each   yoar 

and   your  own   evaluation    by  KcFaddon   and  Stlnson,   made  on   July   20,    1979,    Prospect 

Pasture   0620  was   in  good   condition  and   had  upward   trend:-;.      Why   then,    U  only 

32*  of   the  vegetation   useable? 

Appendl'   1 --Wetlands , 

the  heading  mean:-'.,  al 

lnforr.at.ion   that   we   a 

;lre  actually  flffuWH 

very   little,    ii   any, 

UORC   SLf  employee:-.:   renarku-- that    severe 

sly  put  Iher  out  at   buuiiwut1.     rhia  .'tat 

M13  layeea 

•■amework  Kanarement  Plftfl— :*bl«  1-1       '' 
.■noes  3s  inches!  hi?h  are  not  a  Lftga-1  f« 

!:  ■'   apart  . 


21.! 


21.9 


when   It  actually  shows  propeiaej!  e«o.iomlo«.     rerftapa 
wet,   whieh  the  figure*  are,   lu  '-bey  no  Kay  reflect  '.ha 
,ve  Kerry  1w,  Sgrteu-Koro  Economist,   it.  foeteet.-e.     :he»>. 
Mi   the   computer  boya   ulayeo   with   or.   the   computer  and   jftf 
^curacy,     -ith   the  exception   ::    brtlrtg  comslnwnt  with 


u'..i     :     ■.:.*■   :.'rri:il  1  gperatr 
hftfil  ha/   actually    tteefl 


uld   r 


re.trlc.lr>.'  o!  late 
plsr- lis  ohould  be  era 
Appendix   '.  .    tatle   11 


n*  uai*,  rw.y  l--Auru.-;t  y. .  I.    ridiculous,  &u  many  ariiiufl 

0199     Pic«,    1-3 

•e...   thai    wflMt   made   r,y  Ke.-r..    Jee,   KaoriOftitJt   Iltom   .-flit 
Collin*,   Colorado,    «ere   very   d:--  I  t.i  'ely  MlMd   *r,c   eh.-.r.reo   ty   HW   personnel    U 
;uit    themiiDlvea.     Although  itam  oi    the  figure:!  ar»  exactly   the  aamfl,   many  hftV" 
>,een   chatted   to   maku   a   |M)n   fav.rat.3e  Stt    report,      WHY".  ,    wa;:    this   done-      -hy , 
wa:-:  Cordon  Heart,     Keenoiti^t  oi    the  Univarsltj  t>.    Hyorninp,   not  EOflaiil tfcd  on 
this  matter,      Ir.  fact   all    Of   your  chart:,   in  ftpper.dlx   1   Bho*  a   .itronr  fant.a:,y 
at    the   mind  Of   thoprejuJioed  pr-pr.n.-r  and   haw    i-         If.ed    Le   hi.    pr»ferenc9, 


w  o..:uld  a  100?!  rodueUun  al  :-.heep ,  a::  Indicated  1 
erw«»e  of  or(W«  income.  Hnw  -oiild  &  100*  redUR-.l 
,:le  13,  only  amount  «...  a  33£  reduction  it.  rroaa   1 


.ati»  l'i,  ahow  only  a  V.i} 
■  ■■  a  9{Mj-3J1C  cow  herd, 
mib,     :>i'-':. u  uw  only  .'  oi 


'four  atftte««nt   an   Hipari&n  Area.;    lit    '.he   complete  eppOtntc   ol    th 
Wyoming    Technicians   WS   tt»S   pmpWffl    to   imprr.'.e   rlv.arli.r,   *nm   ty  heevy    tramplll:.; 
with   live-tock,    rather   than   non-UK" .      Aj-rime  exarple   of   thl::    tt   Section   EJ,    .''7, 
ft  5?B,    where  heavy   uw   hy    Hvo..-i.ock    St-   '.he    1930'.:    iraapled   St  a^    it.   waa    Lt.e   only 
water  hole   for  railed  and   on   both   aide,    oi    it   1h  deeded   ;«ne*cl   Una-.:   that  did   ttO-1 
have  livejitoek  on   H,   It.  the  siummf-r  and  i'    la  a  uertei    tf  cutbanka. 


App. 


D-- -Pace   0-17 
Lie   D-'.    is  not   accural 


21.4  Acreages  shown  are  within  the  licensed  allot- 
ment. 

21.5  Allotment  0621  has  total  demand  of  366 
AUMs  or  285,480  pounds  of  forage.  See  Text  Revi- 
sion Appendix  A.  Allotment  0525  is  listed  as  an  "I" 
category  allotment. 

21.6  Refer  to  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix 
D. 

21.7  Allotment  0620  had  observed  evidence  (pellet 
groups)  of  elk  use  during  the  1976  integrated  stud- 
ies inventory,  again  during  the  1979  wildlife  update 
inventories,  and  was  again  confirmed  by  the  seis- 
mograph impact  studies  (20-30  head  repeated  ob- 
served and  reported)  conducted  in  1981  by  Mile-Hi 
Exploration.  Documentation  of  this  information  can 
be  reviewed  at  any  time  in  the  Worland  District 
Office. 

21.8  The  livestock  budgets  displayed  in  Appendix  I 
are  based  on  data  that  were  reviewed  by  livestock 
producers  in  the  Grass  Creek  Resource  Area  and 
local  lenders.  The  data  were  modified  by  the  ESS 
only  in  response  to  suggestions  made  directly  to 
them  by  ranchers  or  lending  institutions.  Kerry  Gree 
did  consult  with  Gordon  Kearl  in  compiling  this 
data. 

The  percent  increase  or  decrease  displayed  in 
Tables  1 3  and  14  represents  adjustments  in  range- 
land  forage  supplies  not  in  herd  size  or  even  total 
forage.  A  100  percent  adjustment  in  rangeland 
forage  supply  may  only  account  for  a  relatively 
small  percent  of  a  herd's  total  forage  needs. 

21.9  The  specific  statement  referred  to  is  not  clear, 
but  the  statement  under  Riparian,  page  58  does  not 
necessarily  conflict  with  statements  within  the  Uni- 
versity of  Wyoming's  draft  "Proposal  to  Study  the 
Effects  of  Selected  Grazing  Treatments  on  Channel 
Morphology  and  Sediment  Within  the  Riparian  Zone 
of  Fifteenmile  Creek."  Within  this  document  on 
page  15,  the  following  statement  is  found;  "Of  spe- 
cial interest  are  impacts  to  trout  habitat  from  inten- 
sive livestock  use  of  perennial  stream  zones  (refer- 
ence Grass  Creek  DEIS).  Trampling  of  streamwide 
habitat  may  cause  bank  sloughing,  channel  widen- 
ing and  soil  compaction.  Channel  widening  reduces 
depth.  This  phenomenon  may  be  disadvantageous 
to  perennial  streams  but  advantageous  for  repairing 
ephemeral  streams  by  using  livestock  hoof  action 
for  bank  destruction  and  managing  vegetation  for 
channel  stability." 
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21.10 


21.11 


21.12 


Par"  :■ 

Ifcblt  1-7 

.lfureti  do  not  add  up  right,  Why?     Appendix  0«MlUUtt  mmibuiv  .in'  ti.it 
accurate,     }•*>■•!  C-Hl--ut.at.ou  wlldliro  numbem  In  19-fl,   Hhttl  thoy  wait)  actually 
■utlMtvn  made  by  Cal  King  in  1963-65'     Phi  rinrt  column  -inter  uua  uhow„  933^ 
mulo  deor  In  the  a  Wo,     Whori  Cal  KlhM'u  ouilmate  In  156J-6J  nuu  3130,     Why 
»Uoh  Urn  ttuonpuittleti,    At  thin  fctflw  Ow  mdo  door  wore  dolnc;  a  lary.0  o~ount 
01'  damnjte  '.0  cmpLi  In  Uu>  ama, 
Tabln  3-019 

On  total  employment  lu  very  nrronoou^.     A  50*  reduction  ltl  JivouLoch   In  the 
Crauw  Crook  Jteumirco  ama  would  have  truaoadouo  Impact  on  tho  ranohor,  no  well 
an,    lh<*  local  corwimlLIPu, 

Pace  '9--Undor  Income  employment  ll  tdatoi;--that  only  50  pooplo  are  employed  full 
•lire  nn  the  9-f  ranohHu  in  ihu  Grauu  Crock  Rmtaurce  Area,  thin  u  la  lemon  t  U  utterly 
ri{*leillaUB(     Where  did  ynu  nblain  thlu  erroneous   Inlomatlon'r' 

No  whore  In  your  draft.  UiUUimnni  do  you  lucatti  and  plaoo  a  value  Bf  water  dovolep- 
pmnlij  that  have  been  made  at  gt«*t  cxpomje  by  the  portnittea,   WHY'!"?     Thlu   lu  very 
Itupnrian'.   Information,    II'  you  LnpltlMfrl  UM  laree  culu  that  you  prupuae  It  would 
ho   Snpouulblo   for   the   pontiltloou   to  fumluh   water  i'or  a   Cow   DvcuUiek   and  many 

wild  ill*. 

rtHYll    Uftu  the  fora.ee  allocation  data  uund    In  tha  following  plat'ou  whon  mo  worn 
'old   Ny  H«tfle1   Manager,  John  Kwlalkowukl  ,   on  July  L7,    1981,    U  would 
to  determine  carry  1  tic  capacity. 

Vai.ie  jj  l  Pftgq  S-J  Lu  cemplololy  «TWi«guu  and  wuu  taken  by  unkhowUdf-aablo 
personnel.  WHY*? 

1'hroue.hout  the  M,.',F,   alto  rnat.1  vow  hi   '.able  l-l--parui,i  f  -1  Vrofawnt'ou  are 
modi,   to  i':irafn  allocation,  WHY'P 

The  FortBe  allnraUnii  w*u  «lur>  BcroMouulp  uaed  in   Urn  follow) nc  papou,   WHYV 

Parwu  17-20  i'aHo  1-3 
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This  document  also  proposes  to  study  the  effects 
of  several  other  treatments,  including,  but  not  limit- 
ed to,  excluding  livestock  from  ephemeral  stream 
channels,  the  effect  of  mechanical  bank  manipula- 
tion to  increase  sediment  deposition,  and  the  effect 
of  grazing  and  season  of  use  on  ephemeral 
streams  where  banks  have  been  treated  versus 
those  that  are  not  treated. 

21.10  See  Responses  4.5  and  10.2. 

21.11  See  Response  6.6 

21.12  The  purpose  of  the  EIS  is  to  document  the 
results  of  the  impact  analysis.  The  value  of  the 
water  developments  was  not  determined  to  be  rele- 
vant to  this  analysis. 
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(DAN  ROGERS  from  the  University  A392) 

[A**l )* i  I  don' t  have  very  much  confidence  in  the 

swer  that  I  am  going  to  get  from  that  forage  allocation 

ocess,  and  I  still  stand  by  that There  are  a  lot  of 

oblema  with  the  system.  I  think  basically  the  data  that 
s  collected  is  pretty  sound,  and  probably  we  can  use  that 
formation  or  the  Bureau  coul  d  use  it  for  dome  other 
rpase5i  but  forage  allocation  and  the  way  its  been 
signed  is  probably  not  one  of  those  good  use*  of  the 

I  or ma t  ion But  just  a  generalized  statement , 

can  say  that  I  don't  have  much  confidence  in  the  answers 

fat*  at  Grass  Creel  but.  apr-roa  imat  ion  of  what  happened 

around  the  country Its  seldom 

#t  you  SW't  more  than  I5'l  of  the  forage  into  the  grazing 
tlets,  whether  its  cattle,  sheep,  steer,  or — about  25'/.. 
t  with  good  grac  ing  maric-gemen  t  we  can  do  this.  Now  if  I 


Is 


ranch  tha 
over -a  11 


alio 


alio 


aft* 


llD 


e  ('.is  actually  been 
use.  Looks  to  me  that . 
alking  about  12V.  of  the 

any  confidence  in  the 
ere" s  no  use  real  ly 


. I  think  what 
what  I  call  sort 
—  is  looking  at 


I  A-5B1  JOHN  hWl  -iThi-'l-JSU  I 


(A608  JOHN  RANKINE) ' 

"At  this  time  I  would  like  to  ™  if  most  'Of  you  •• 
got  this  sheet  that  John  passed  out  77777777But,  anyhow  I'd 
lire  for  you  to  go  down  to  the  fourth  paragraph,  I  had  »'' 
heel  of  a  time  getting  through  English  but  the  second  word 
there  says  we  had  a  computer  program.  That's  in  the  past 
tense  so  I  guess  that  we  no  longer  have.  I  hop*.  But 
anyhow,  we  get  right  down  to  it  John,  and  I'm  very  dead 
serious  about  this,  your  terminology  on  the  end  'Thiw  was 
not  and  will  not  be  used  in  deciding  your  allotment 
categories,'  That  is  not  what  ue  asked  you  at  the  sessions 
at  the  ranch.  We  asked  you  that  that  not  be  used  In  any 
form  whatsoever.  At  one  time  I  thought  we  had  you  saying 
tli at.  you  would  put  it  in  escrow  for  five  years  or  something 
life  that.  Would  you  relate  to  that  situation  right  there. 
That  means  to  mo,  and  1  state  7-,,'?,''7???  you'  re  in  here. 


this  says,  ' this 

uas  not  and  mill  not  be  l 

sed  in  deciding 

your  allotment  ca 

tegory. ' 

t  does  not  say 

Someday  it  could 

be  used*  for  actua 

animal 

se' .  And  if  it 

s  fell ows  we ' re 

Better  get  that  t 

■ling  scrapped  and  we  bett 

E>r  scrap  it 

luick.  Now  unless 

John  has 

some  very  defin 

te  answers  I 

cannot  back  off  o 

that  st 

tement. 

<A626  JOHN  K 

JIATK0W8K 

■What  was  discussed  out  there  Jo 
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would  not — what  w 
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(A631  JOHN  R^ 

NKINE): 

John  you 

still  el 

ude  the  answer. 

Are  you  going  to 
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up  and  U 

ok  at  that  file 

and  say  you  have 
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u  got  an  BB'l  cu< 
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I eep  that  fellow  from  looling 

at  it?  Or  say  I'm 

■joing  to 

0  Dan  Mealy.  Dan 

knows  77777?  up  tr 

ere,  he's 

gonn*  come  up  and  loot'  at  it. 

(A633  JOHN  hU 

IATK0W5KI 

>, 

John,  it 

s  the  kin 

d  of  situation 

hat  other  people 
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how  it  to 
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(John  RanWne.askB  Elmer  Scot*:,  attorney,  to 
address  the  question  of  Public  Information,  what  Is 
available,  tvh*t  would  not  be.  A765 ) 

'ELMER  SCOTT) = 

"I'm  afraid  I  can't.  I  don't  know.  I  haw  never 

read  tNcse  new  Acts Freedom  of  Information 

Acts.  I  really  can't  discuss  them  intelligently. 

(JOHN  KANKINE) ! 

'Yeah,  well  I  Just  have  no  opinion.  You  know 
they're  public  records  and  I  knou  any  othrr  public  Jobs 
I've  been  involved  in,  they  are  public." 

(ELMER  SCOTT) : 

"Not  all  Public  records  are  public.  There's  ' 

certain  confidential  information involved  In  the 

,  pur son  and  it  cannot  be  made  public,.... * 


h««r  thatat  thl* 


(JOHN    h.WIATKOWSKI    E1631I 

" and    that's'why    the    Bureau    in 

itnising    that    they    don't    have    the    fund*    to    do    an 
■ntory    on    e  .ery    piece    of    range    in   -the    western    United 
ee.    The   approach    is    that   you    do   an   allotment   analyaisi- 
t.lier    words    you    so    out    and    you    look    at    the    problems    and 
i dent  i  fy    those    problems    and    then    you    make    a 
■rn.ination.    You   also    look    at    new   soil    surveys,    uou    look 
he    potent  ial     product ivi ty    of     the    areai     and    than    ycu 
■    d    determination     in    terms    of    M,     I,     C.    You    don't    do    the 
■ntory    first.     Ydli   go    into    the   categor  ization   and   then  ■  .j 
mould    only    do    an     inventory    on    those    allotments    thet    «■■   ■ 


*:r-r-o: 
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22.2 

RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  22 


22.1  The  BLM  uses  a  standard  set  of  fencing  stipu- 
lations which  are  accepted  throughout  the  western 
U.S.  The  Bureau  fencing  standards  have  been 
tested  and  proven  effective  at  numerous  locations 
over  a  number  of  years. 

22.2  The  DEIS  has  a  proposed  action  and  various 
alternatives  which  are  analyzed.  The  final  decision 
could  be  the  proposed  action  or  one  of  the  alterna- 
tives, or  a  combination.  The  pounds  of  forage  data 
came  from  the  SVIM  inventory  completed  during 
the  1977  to  1979  period. 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  23 

23.1  See  Text  Revisions,  page  33. 

23.2  See  Response  6.4. 

23.3  See  Response  4.5. 

23.4  Table  B  information  is  based  on  data  input 
into  our  R MAS  Computer  Billing  System  in  the  mid- 
1970's,  and  the  information  in  Table  D  came  from 
the  SVIM  inventory. 
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M.  11 '82 


June  9,    1982 


I 


Gentlemen, 

As  Vice-president  of  the  Big  Horn  Basin  Wildlife   Club,    I   wogld 
like  to  comment  about  your   Grass   Creek   Environmental    Impact   Statement. 
It   is  of  deep  concern  of  the  members  of  this  club  that  your  study 
fails   to  show  much  relief  in  the  future  for  Game,  non-game,   fisheries 
or  riparian   habitat.     The  domestic   livestock/game  animal   ratio  seems 
to  be  out  of  balance   in   favor  of  domestic   animals.      It  seems   sportsman 
(especially  hunters   &  fisherman)     have  had   it   so  good   for  so   long  that 
they're  not  very  vocal    in  giving   they're  opinions  but  we  believe   if  these 
ratios  continue,   the  wildlife  will    be   in  serious   trouble.     Once   the 
damage   is  done,    it   takes  years   to  correct   the   problem.      Lets   take   the  necessary 
steps  now  to  stop  overgrazing  of  domestic   livestock,  especially  on  wildlife's 
winter  game  range.      Game  animals   are  being  unnecssarily  pushed   higher 
and   farther  into   the  wilderness   to  Survive. 

we  know  the  BLM  is  accused  of  not   helping   the  rancher   but  at   the 
eurrent   price  of  an  A. U.K.,   it   is  a  giveaway.     We   feel    the  wildlife  and 
outdoorsman  are   paying  the  price  of  poor  control   on   federal    lands. 

We  also   feel    the  statement   fails   to  give  any   importance  to   fisheries 
or   riparian  habitat. 

Sincerely, 


Ed   Cormier 
Vice-president  ,£ 


i  Basin  Wildlife  Club 


P.S. 


Alternate  *4  is  the  best  alternative  shown  in  your  statement, 
but  we  don't  feel  it's  good  enough.  Please  remember  BLM  lands  are  public 
lands,   not  domestic   livestock  grazing   pastures. 


R  "CHVED' 

JUN  1  1  K 


25 


This   letter   is   to   inform  you  of  my   feelings  as  a  concerned  outdoorsman 
about   the  Grass   Creek   Environmental    Impact   Statement.      I'm  an  avid  outdoorsman 
and   the  Grass  Creek  area   is  one   in  which  much  of  my  leisure  time   is   spent. 
Surveying   is  my  profession  and  much   time   has   been  spent   in   this  area   working 
in  oil    field  related  work, so   I  do   Feel   as   though   I   know  the  Grass   Creek  area   quite 
well.     Through  the  years   I've  become  quite  concerned  with  the  reduction  of  game 
herdsin  this  area  and   the  amount  of  overgrazing  done  by  cattle  and  sheep. 
High   fences   have  been  erected    in  many   places  and   I've  personally  seen  how   it 
effected   the  movement  of  game  animals.     The  oil    field  work   has   had  a   devastating 
effect  on   these  animals  and   I'm  personally  sick  and   tired  of  only   hearing   from   the 
ranchers  and  oil   companies.      The  game  and   non-game  animals  were   in  that  country 
long  before  domestic  animals   and  oil   companies  and  yet   they  certainly  seem   to 
have   taken  a   back  seat  to   them.      I   realize  that  much  of  the   land   Is   private 
and   that  you  have  to   have  good  communications  with  all    facits  using   the 
resources   so  as   to  co-exist  but  as    for  SLW  land,   it   is    federal   land  and   belongs 
to   the  public,  not   the  rancher.      The  overgrazing  of  domestic  animals   is  deplorable 
and   its  very  frustrating  to  not  see  more  being  done   to  stop   it.      Your  statement, 
if  anything   has  not  gone   far  enough   to   help  preserve  wildlife  habitat  of  game 
animals,  ncn-game  animals,   fisheries  and  riparian  habitat.      Certainly   Alternate 
'  4     is   the  best   but   I  doubt   that   it   is   severe  enough  to   really  help   the 
situation.      As  you   know  you're  decisions  are  very  critical    to  the  wildlife's 
future.      Please  consider   them  carefully 


iri     Or- 

Ed  Cormier 
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j»iV6: 


26 


26.1 


26.2 


:  r    Ji  r : 
fjedir-F    tru    Jrt-35    ?r**«(   ir:  !'t    -.1.^.,    I    :'.:.!    Lt.u    !'-i 

ir.ps   trait   cor.tdrr.  '.a: 

I    io  not  w.dara'.jir.fl   the  fa.-a.'e  e.'-hr'.s  of  ,.:  ;  sr.££j(  „ 

I  do  r.at  undsncnr.d  t.-.e  n*y  total  u.5»ol«  :'-.-■■.  j  v.,->s 

I'odt   crjirti  ere  r.hra   '_o   iiriderst;.r.-i  fi.-.a   nr*  nst   salf 

There    is   Mitliine    In    tnid    Irefl    th**.   iai.ls   wi'.r.    l;,e    ii-;. ,  S  •.;■    &f 

far.'i-j.    I    thin*   this   s.'.ouid   ^a  cor.aiJar-i^  ir.  :;,ai;lr.j   Jocisijr.a 

cor.ctfrr.ii.fi     use  sr.J   B*r.uf «i«.t   of  range. 

1  di^&gJ;'e»  Witn  tr.a  wild! if*  fiu;  i,j.-s  for  allot  ,a:,_3i  35oC) 
0569,  i5&+tK}s>*  Til*  r.u:.tars  ari  t!>«  sigf.  or.  s.ui*  4«<*p  f.r.J 
ul*.  It  cor.carr.s  ::.e  tft»t  ^ildllfa  r.u  .-'j.-s  s.-_-  i..-i:..j  ...itMtij  id 
for  ir.crtffidtf,  wi.ile  i  ot.-.ir.;;  is  -^i:-g  a5nd  tC  i  ,.tjv-  ri.:..;e 
for  liv^stoci'.  nutatfCrs*  In  \.r-*i;-rit-i  u,:s  ...:,...  stat«::.«r.t , 
I   Teel  cor. earned  that   there  were  ;v3m  wildlifd  -„ar.«£iuiir.t 

or.  a  sraair.fi   ■tntw.wtt. 

I   do  not  11/3  the  wry  _;.L.".   is   trylxf     to  use  s:  all  ei.3Ur.ti 
Of    putllc  lar.d    to   tr"   to  cor.trol    ;.ri.vzZ*   la:. J.    I    tr.i.'.k  t:.at 
we  should  worrf  cir^s.:-  ••.pother   ir.  :..ar.a£4:  ui.t   of  l  Z ".  o  t  :.-*•.  *.s. 


aly, 


■:/"" 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  26 


26.1  See  Response  20.1  and  Text  Revision,  page 
D-18,  Appendix  D. 

26.2  See  Response  4.5. 
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27 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Box  119 

norland,  wv    8z<ioi 


Star  Route 
Worland,  WY  SZ401 
June  10,  1982 


ATTN:  John  Moorhouse 


pR1-:- '"'    "ri 


In  reviewing   the  Grass  Creek  Environmental   Statement,  there  are  a  number  of  articlei 
we  wonder  what  you  are  bosinr   your   information  on. 

1.     Table   1-4  Allotments  0522  and  0506  -  Change  of  Forage  Consumption 

Why  do  you  want  to  change  the  1  category,  and  does  the  operator  have  any 
input  in  the  change? 


27.1 


27.2 


Then 


(  demand   for  forage. 


Figure  2-5  -  Mule   Deer  Distribution 

You   show  (on   the  map)   that  the  deer  use   the  creek  bottoms  and  meadows   in 

the  winter  and  the  high  ridges  in  the  summer,     In  our  area  it  is  just  the 

opposite. 

Appendix  A 
Table  Al   does  n 
Allotment  0522. 


it  agree  with   Table  A2  as   to  feed  produced  and  demanded  i 


27.3 


27.4 


In  our  Selective  Management  Categorization   (Allotment  0521-Conflicts)   we  know  that   the 
riparian  habitat  has   improved   100"   in  the  past   15  years- 

iDoes   the  base  property  receive  credit   for   the  off  allotment   (fenced  creek  bottoms,  hay 
jand  grain  fields,  corn  fields,  etc)  feeding  and  browsing  by  wildlife? 

It  took  the  DIM  several  years  to  draft  the  EIC  and  the  Permittees  are  only  allowed  43 
days  (in  a  very  busy  season)  to  go  over  it  to  figure  out  how  it  will  affect  their  various 
allotments  now  and  in  the  future.     We  feel   that  we  need  additional  time  to  study  this 
Impact  Statement  and  also  time   to  consult  professionals   in  this  field  for  rebuttal   or 
conference  on  what  this  statement  has  to  say. 

We  also  feel    that   it   is   necessary  for  good   range   improvement  practices  and  a   long   term 
improvement  program  that  the  ranchers  who  run  be  reimbursed  for  the  cost  of  improvements 
and  be  given  some  assurance  as  to  the  number  of  cattle  and  the  length  of  time  that  they 
will   be  allowed  to  run   this   livestock  before  they   invest  in  this   type  of   improvement. 
Maybe  an  index  would  have  made  it  some  easier. 

We  feel   the  allotments  could  be  more   fully  and  accurately  checked  on  horseback  than  by  a 
vehicle  and  we  also  feel    that  one   transect   is  not  enough  to  cover  five  or  six   thousand 
acres. 

We  feel   that   in  regard  to  this  study  their  statements  made  to  us  by  present  and  previous 
officers  of  the  Worland  BLM  Office  that  more  consideration  needs   to  be  given  to  the 
impact  that  this  study  will  have  on  the  ranchers  and  the  validity  of  this  study  in  regard 
to  the  problems  it  is  trying  to  solve. 

Yours    very    truly 


lird  and   Sons . 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  27 


27.1  If  the  proposed  action  is  adopted,  wild  horses 
would  be  removed  from  Allotment  0508. 

27.2  We  agree.  The  way  the  map  is  printed  can  be 
confusing.  Yearlong  deer  use  (gray  shading)  occurs 
throughout  the  entire  Grass  Creek  EIS  area.  The 
winter  use  areas  (crosshatched)  do  occur  on  the 
higher  elevations  above  Cottonwood  Creek. 

27.3  See  response  10.5. 

27.4  The  CEQ  regulations  require  a  45  day  review 
period.  The  court  order  schedule  (NRDC  vs  James 
Watt)  for  this  EIS  will  not  be  met  if  a  longer  com- 
ment period  on  this  DEIS  is  allowed.  However,  all 
comments  received  will  be  considered  in  the  deci- 
sion making  process. 


2  8.1 


P 


'  '-1VSQ 

jtmi'82 


28 


John  Moorhouse,   Team   [.cade 
Bureau  of   Land   Management 
P.O.    Box    119 
Borland,  Wyoming  32401 


Subject : 


o 


;k   fir 


Dear  Mr.   Moernouse 

After    study    of    the 


28.2 


for 


no  the 


deteriorate  for  wild  life 
That's  ridlCUlOU»!  Alrea 
the  crumbs  -  Whttt'S  left 
use  given  ranchers  cattle 
both   game    ;jnd    non-same    sp 


to  merclv 

3-5  years 

Range: 


In  other  words , 


ill 


ont  i 


nt 


Kh 


soci 


addr 


shown   on    figure    3-2. 
wl  Id! i  f e    is   getting 
r  from  the  preferential 

d    sheep.      Yet    wild    1  i  fe , 
es,    arc    to    be    given   CflUfl 
"      Non-game 


udy. 


eto 


Tabic  5"  10  iS  a  real  eve-opener.   1. 1  ve: 
■ing  to  a  few  dozen  ranchers  consume-;  93°.  of  the  com- 
petitive forage  on  public  land,  leaving  only  t%    for 
wildlife.   That's  appalling!   Surely  the  nation's 
outdoorsmen  are  being  shortchanged  to  the  monetary 
advantage  of  a  chosen  few.   Where  is  the  eu.ua  1  treat- 
ment for  wildlife?  Kh.)  is  subsidising  them: 


an  hahit; 

ts  hav 

e  been 

ignored  in  the  "H"  and 

Why  7 

Sure! 

v  these  1 imited  lowland 

the  nt 

eds  of  many  game  and  non 

What  about  fisheries?  What  about  waterfowl?  What 
are  you  going  to  do  for  them  if  the/  are  going  to 
be  given  ei|ual  consideration  to  domestic  stock? 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  28 

28.1  See  response  1.1. 

28.2  See  response  5.2,  12.2. 
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ranges   available  within   the  study  .1  rt- ;. .'     The   "M" 
category   runacs   arc    in   poor   shape  now.  .    II'    the    Ul.M 
doesn't  do   some th i ti^  positive   now   tin  'Improve    tlio    ■     " 
limited   winu'rins   range*   available    for  game   animals, 


The  demand    for  vllcl'l  J  re    resource*    far    exceed*    its    KU-{*.pJl>'"' Jfl 
Wyoming.,     Those   detminds,  come    from  thousand.-;   of    sportsmen ,  through- 
out    the    tuition    ■    sportsmen  who    feci    the-  federal  'iiind    is  '  tliei  i-/ ' 
land    ami    s  towards  ,0,1    those    lands,    in    this    cflSe    the    BI.M, ' need    to 
iitipVcve    wi  Idl  i  ft'  'habitat.,    not  -:il  h'iw    it    tn  -deteriorate  1      Do'.Ki.hl, 
Life    resources   need    to  be  Virtually  wiped   out    by   tonfllcfing 
upcr*.    causing   a   natjonal    upro-a.r,    before   pes  i  t  lye,  stops  c:in   be 
taken   to    improve    its   *h';n-p  tip-tho  rcsoiirce  pie'?    '-       "   ''■■ 

What     is 'ne'edod,1  of   course,,   is    to   pur    wi  l.d  1  1  I'e.  -inert-    in    ha  lance1,  '•  '.' 
with   livestock    in   resource  management,     Alternative  <l  wctTld   help  : 
do    that,    but    even    it    isn't    enough    as   my    foregoing    comment  a    poim 
out.      How   Cdfl    wen    SI    of    the    forage    be' giving   wildlife    equal 
eonslderat  ion?  "•         v     S      ■  .'.  '. 


The  DRAFT     i*    inadeiiuute.      It   should   he   re-done 

Same, and    nori-.gillJtC    reMJun'i's    a     fair,  ahilic. 


ing  both 


,-,    i 


liiVe-me  M'.l  Nelson,  i  P..|ij  .  " 


•'3    ,.■■■  A'-.  tf\  :V:  •:, 


:'U  :'■?'■  ljH<i':Jl 


f*fl  29 

Co m. ma*  h    a^f/ptwd^i.  pefo  Aj  ni  i  |£'*  'I     5  5 v 
Bureau    erf ~ia*d  fifo s> a <t e r* z n  f 

Jix:  ...... 

,Ut"  'fan  tufin,  tf  /AoiJ^t/O  JJ-To^a 

agavu****  rt£ww;<sj?c  -A'*<-3ferj¥  ^xyj^'>ig.t/ 

£.  T  d  xw  ,&&./  ^A  M/f^^.  av  , 

■**./fij?Jj!-fn*&&tJl)  .  td/^dv()ofeeJ  and 


&  e.J.s.  ^.j,A'J,d 


69 


Bift-f.  ■ 


-&£o     ?**?*&?*t  ffi  jf  IW 


■  '   " . 


JrtsisTS~&i*4<rj  -  ■ .    after  c^-n^  ~J&&  &7  ^JA^z 
<7  AtAf**    t+ff^b    tZo&tihtus,  ^&a-&?^j£ 

A^ws  J&&  d\TS.  ? 

4mA,    </,' 


J»w,J, 
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-^Tr*  -S&f°j  ■"»£<>/«£ *a>*d» 

».»Vrtf<m 


jg*  t&fyi&a.s&jdtsj^jp 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  29 


29.1  See  response  6.5. 

29.2  Where  fences  are  necessary  to  control  live- 
stock damage  in  wetland-riparian  areas  on  public 
land  they  will  normally  be  constructed  and  main- 
tained the  same  as  for  other  range  improvement 
projects  such  as  allotment  boundary  or  pasture 
fences.  All  these  fence  types  are  necessary  in 
order  to  achieve  sound  range  management  objec- 
tives. In  cases  where  fences  are  installed  to  im- 
prove wildlife  habitat  rather  than  restore  degraded 
areas,  major  funding  and  maintenance  responsibility 
would  be  incurred  by  other  programs  such  as  wa- 
tershed or  wildlife.  Grazing  of  most  fenced  wet- 
lands-riparian areas  will  be  allowed  as  long  as  the 
abjectives  for  fencing  the  area  are  accomplished. 


»-<W;. 


fey 


"rflK  ^m  "j 


7 


^■nA 


HI)* 


'■P 


°SJ3  —  - 

bin,  Wij»^rffadZ*%r 


,  •-,. 


,:i  ,  .      -.         ■      ■ 
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«  «wU      (.ftp  tf  AJ*)  IttJLf  d  SU,MM^^ 


293 


29.4 


295 


Mr. 


y /f <mrwr    «HM«yA»     -^<^i-1-^f  ^-£i'T\_     $, 


4*^»''  J&dAAf 


°2* 


1  ^■nv4*jfr>y  ^Ks^n  .  &/jL 


29.3  Figures  are  from  actual  aerial  counts  on 
August  5,  1980.  Wild  horses  were  counted  in  allot- 
ments as  follows:  0538  -  18  horses,  0503  -  9 
horses,  0590  -  21  horses. 

29.4  The  rationale  for  including  the  no  livestock 
grazing  alternative  in  this  EIS  is  to  provide  baseline 
information  against  which  to  measure  the  results  of 
all  other  alternatives  considered,  including  the  pro- 
posed action.  Also,  a  key  purpose  of  the  alterna- 
tives is  to  address  a  range  of  livestock  use  levels. 
The  full  range  would  be  covered  by  the  no  livestock 
grazing  and  optimize  livestock  alternatives. 

29.5  The  statement  "Small  increases  in  ground- 
water use  would  occur..."  for  those  alternatives  is 
based  on  proposals  to  drill  new  wells  or  upgrade 
existing  wells  to  obtain  a  usable  yield.  Thus,  these 
wells  would  use  previously  unused  groundwater. 
Numbers  of  proposed  wells  are  indicated  in  Table 
1-8,  page  35. 


29.6 


py 


v^a^wiJ  a^^-j^Oc? sitf+^i^a/ 

■    I         ..Xn  Jib      'S.S.S,      «gS; 

*utnj><*r^  a&i£*4~&  <ssj4iOi-js;    ,, 
oeiLt  .or: 

C/Xf  A-/S    rT6-J  /#fi  <2^_  Jcl 


■:    iS 


<7  d&Hf 


29.6  See  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix  D. 
Table  D6,  page  D-17,  lists  the  suitability  criteria 
used  on  ail  allotments  inventoried. 


29.7  See  Text  Revision  page 
374  instead  of  274.  The  forage 
for  various  big  game  species 
search  work  conducted  by  the 
Fish  Department  at  the  Sybille 
search  Station.  A  letter  from 
November  28,  1979  explaining 
review  in  the  BLM  office. 


D-18.  Elk  should  be 
consumption  figures 

come  from  the  re- 
Wyoming  Game  and 
Game  and  Fish  Re- 
Dr.  Hepworth  dated 

this  is  available  for 
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7ef,J  370,000  /is 


LClXUmuz 


T«i/e   Di.   Jicuis 


>ta- 


II  li        iS3 


v% 


-e^^a-zW  rf  sty  epe^jig,.,  J&jp,/1-3_ 
^vtv&xj  9*, 

j/djj  -M 

sp&v  s<^7^h$T^r  era  Ar^m 


'/*^*' 


29.8  See  Text  Revision,  page  D-18,  Appendix  D. 

29.9  See  text  revision  page  A-6.  Table  A2  should 
indicate  a  wildlife  demand  of  21 ,000  pounds. 

29.10  Table  D6,  page  D-17,  Appendix  D  and  page 
58  explains  considerations  for  range  suitability  rat- 
ings. 
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29.11 


29.12 


/Z> 


s*4j(*&s&aa  jti?i<z.i?=j&ntJ&  on^/Cdd^£/ 

s»*r^^e*A_^,  j%,  <f  ^  s.  f&fa&J 

l3^J?A1  *P*~jt^~3kiS 

t^^^G^r^a^^A  a<^£*zAAz?u^A-^-, 

<Aah ft*  *&*0&>*nJ*0S-3// 


29.11  See  response  4.5. 

29.12  The  numbers  in  the  EIS  are  based  on  the 
G&F  strategic  plan  which  includes  a  public  involve- 
ment process. 


...<    ic    tif-j. 

30 

£«..-..   ,-  a.v  >'m.*»a              ]"  received 

■-*'-<  7*7    r**' 

/f. .'  if  *!it\'.\»u«.t«X  -Ji-jinJ'  ■j'Zi-^r.-j.J-.  Aa>J{- 

f&M:~: 

J,J,~a..  I  J,     ^T,^j    Jul    X:     acrflSiw-   &\   <M 

$'-.-...  -A<<^  v>,:.,  .,.,,. y  c,,,.. -t,  A/mjx' 

y^      fop/I  ,<.,  y         //.          (.ifry.-^.'-    oft:-.         V    ,.  ,     j(km,     >ft..<. 

/.-A        At    .Vy     ^     .<J.,./..,')      A.'      ,-.-.     dktli 

'  <*■      i-fOtnJ     "Aajj 

C  -    J*  .i.l     ./t.^.  . 

/./ .   ,.,    ..-',    ,•»  -«',   (?>Ay  ,i,.j;  **u  «m. 

A... j,      •»        ,,.a.,-J.l        J-fd     A.      y.c..,y     .ou'Aj, 

A--'-        /<     ..«f«aV*/   f'&T  i-  ..f^,,,.,   w.-j„rUL 

30.1 

RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  30 


30.1  Only  the  public  lands  which  are  fenced  sepa- 
rately from  your  private  land  is  considered  the  graz- 
ing allotment. 
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/  '/■  c 

*'</    v.     /.«„      /...    ,irf<rf,~~ j-     /\  <     .,,.-..    .' 

Jv*M»,     Ji     A.- 1      O'L      '.      ■  -/      '.t.'y     "-it 

,/.j  j  >.-    y..»     »:...   

,<.-.■.'       ,1,1         **..„.:/*:      Hnn/U        f      V-lJf..,      * 

'  M    £,    XL    At  J   fVj!  W  «•..,  «&w„ 
s&~     ■y-.ajt-.j    Jr.i«*i  -t*  .    .«_  ^    y"'4.    ^l''''   '**«'« 
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lit  tiff*  n  ?st*r   S  5  0  V        31 


Ror.-IVED   I 

jwii'82    ; 


■ 

1  [r,-,-To  '■                     32 

I   Wyoming  State  1  M,i.isl 
j   Grazing  Board  j . .       ,  j 

/                                       CENTRAL  COMMITTEE                          1 -■'  £b£3XSZ ! 

J                     P.O.  Boi  206         Cna value.  Wyomiia  82001                                                  ( 

j                        ^                   |30?)BM.3W!                                                                           -WW    9(     1        •: 

\           M^y,    "tMl  »MM*W0M 

I           J^T   ?T^    Team   |,»«<t«r 

J           B'     '-'nrlund  T'' 

I        /           an*    11° 

j        /               "r-rlnn".    W    *?l,m 

\                  rM».TRhni 

V    //                                  *nelosed    ire   comment*   on   th*  "rart    imss  Ireek   E.T.S. 

A  If                   develaned  by   the  °LV.     A"  «»  he«»  stated   to  you  on  nrlor 

\//                    occasions,   we  do  not   feel   confident   that   tril*   document   re- 

I 

Tlects    reality    for   the  "Ira"  Creek  E.I. 3.    ar— a.      Inasmuch 

| 

as  we  do  not  believe   that   an  RJ.S.    "houlri  be   .'ust   an 

academic    enercis«r    we    are   extremely   disappointed    and    dis- 

mayed   that   the  DLK  -nuld  make   the   conscious    decision    to    use 

tmchnUHl  data   in   the  ^.T.1?.    uhich   has   been   shown,    -mri   nro«on, 

.32.1 

to  be    an   unreliable  methodology    in    reoresentins    the   nrosont 

»aolO((le«l»    Torai^e    and   rnnaa   conditions.      To   dat*.    ue   have   not 

/ 

been    Riven    adeouate   safe"uqrds    to    insure    that    the   auolitu    *f 

; 

\ 

the   outnuts    from    the  I.V.T.f,    Inventory    and    it-i    aubseouent 

/ 

interpretation   bv   the  DI.M.    nsinR   an    experimental    comnuterized 

/ 

STstem   of    anrlvinp:    ad  tuatment    factors    to   S.V.I.".    data,    will 

be    Imnroveri    to    the  noint   of  reliability    in    the  near   future. 

/ 

Th-r-ror-.   •*e  ohiect   to   the  use  of  this   technical  nrocedure 

/ 

/ 

in    the  E.T.^. 

/              j                       T    uo'ilH    live    to    ntroin  oublically   state    thut  we    heve  not 

1          inn"    Ho   not   condemn    the   entire  S.V.I  .t'.-comnuterizeri    forape 

|           allocation   nrocess   or    all    of    it's    comDonents.      We   do   condemn 

/           the  "LV'a   usinn   certain    outnuta    from    thla    rroceas    in    an  S.I. 5. 

1            /          nrlor   to  the  noint  when   «   consensus   of  orcfessionala   in   the 

1             /            ^snuie  .S<*i*nne   community    aKroe-a    that    those   outnuta    are    con3is- 

\            /             tently   reliable   enough    to  be   used    aa    *   source   of  best    available 

1     \l             Information,      "-'e   believe    that   rtatn    from   an    exnerimentol    process 

ilk            ,nd  methodology   should  not  carry   the  credibility  of  "beat 

\\        i\      /    available   dnta"    an-^    for   this    reason  we   oroteat    the  use    of   the 

W       III     fethodoloCT   stated    in    4T>rendix   0.    Pa"«   D«l«, 

Uthnurh    the  Tltl-    end  narrative   on  =e<te  n-i"   abates    that 

this   methodolorv  waa   uaed   only   In  AlternaH"e  ht    this    is   not   so. 

Ywkk 

TMl    n|^^^.M   u—    „.„ri    V,v    th-   m.V    t.n    estimate   Total    Usabl« 

Ve^etation    in   Table   *-l ,    ^nrendix   A.     and    In    numerous    other 

^W      \Ul/X         1          DediCtied  lo  the  wttM  use  ol  Wyoming's  Secrlon  3  o/ririm;  l*ntf*. 

RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  32 


32.1  See  page  31  and  Text  Revision,  S-1. 


32.2  See  text  revision,  Appendix  D. 
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"r.    -'"hn  uooreho"«e 
ETS  T«9pi  Loader 

nieces   In  the  E.T.S.,    Even    the   reeo-mlzed   oxnerts    In   ti 

of  Ranno   SMence   recommended    against   it. 


>n  field 


PLM 


re-evaluate  their  use  of  the 
,y.  inventc-v  data  to  estimate 
cent  of  nronor  use. 


We  recommend  that  the 
computerized  evaluation  of  t 
t-hB  ■mount  or  foraee  available  under  the 

5«%MBmm«nd  thnt  the  following  procedure  and  methodology  be 
substituted  for  the  iKBWlmwiUl  methodology  nrasently  used  by 
the  PL^  in  the  '-.rasa  Creek  B.T.S. 


1 .   This  mimnor 


m  comnosed  of  technical  expert 
the  Range  Science  Department  at  the  PnlvtTtlty  of  v7"mitxP, 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  livestock  industry,  and  th, 
verify  that  the  existing  S.V.T.".  data  i 
existing  ecological  rsniroland  condition; 
the  Irnss  Creek  S.T.".  arei 
S.V.T.W,  data  did  not  accurate 
conditions  throughout  the  R.T.: 
that  the  BLV  re-inventnrv  this 
fl.ft.S,  orocedure  for  arrivinr 


the 


.tly  reflects  the 
r  che  allotments  in 
Tf  thev  conclude  that  the  existing 
ly  Inventory  ranseland  ecolof.ical 
S,  area,  than  thev  would  recommend 
Parameter  uainp,  the  standard 
t  ecological  ram-eland  conditions. 


2   Once  the  Pror-ar  ecological  rahf-eland  conditions  hi 
been  established ,  an  estimate  of  the  hUh  and  low  r»nw  In 
BtOOHlne  rate  values  can  he  arrived  at  by  consensus  of  tho 
usin-  existing  S.C.5.  technical  rruldes. 


technical  team 

It    the  BLN  T 
:  for 
could  use  the 


ll  it  is  3till  nece; 
benchmark  for  the  nurnoses  of  analysis  in  « 

id-noint  of  the  ron^e  in  stocking  rate 
rrived  at,  usine,  the  above  auR^ested  methodology. 


inal    E.I.S..    they 


It.      RLF   "ould    fully  exrlain    and    qualify    the    technical 

■    -n    the  Arrendlx    sections   of   the  "inal   5.T.S. 


methodology  u 


at  In: 


K       '■<?.    «1*0  recommend  that  the  91*  convene  i 
recognized  exnerts  in  the  field  of  R«KM  Sfliwflt  to  completely 
review  the  existing  experimental  S.V.I  V    -forage  ilU**""- 
procedure  nrosentlv  beinr;  used  hy  the  PI/  . 
experts  would  he  asked  to  recommend  which 
mental  S. 7. T ." .-computerized  tWURT 
for  use  hy  the  "M.w  in  their  -lanni 
still  need  farther  levelorment,  re 
qualified  annlled  researchers  nrio 
functional  wovs. 

k       Th«  *L«  would  ask  the  '-lectern  University's  "ublic 

.rdinntin*  Com-ittee  or  another  qualified  source. 

^.i..  >i.ji „*>  (■>-■  h«rn"«iientioned 

als  from  qualified 


This  nonel  of 
-arts  of  the  exneri- 
allocatlon  process  is  ready 
a   r—ocesses  and  which  rarta 
earch  and  field  testing  hy 
to  use  by  th*  aV-'   in 


Ranr?el  nnds  ' 
i  heln  th. 
ichnicnl 


solicit  Request 


32.3 


ccerted  ' 


Vr.  .'ohn  vinrohouse 

ETS  T»am  Lender 

'..'nrlnnd  SW  *** 

sources  to  conduct  whatever  research  an*  field  t« stint*  was 
roquired  to  uppTBdo  the  quality  of  the  outnuts  from  the  ...V.T.V. 
computerized  forage  allocation  nrocess. 

7   Tf  funds  renuirsd  to  accomplish  those  tasks  were 
not  avaHnble  through  the  W  s  budgeting  process,  we  recommend^ 
that  the  W  ston  tho  use  of  the  experimental  ' 
forage  allocation  nrocesa  and  use  presently 
art"  methndolor-y  for  evaluntlnr  ranr.eland  resources. 

8.   Rncause  the  Dra^t  B.I.S.  misrepresents  the  -resent 
situation  In  the  B.T.S.  area,  we  recommend  the  followin",  solution 
to  the  problem  of  arriving  at  an  acceptable  -'Inal  E.I. 5.   '-'a 
Propose  that  the  local  ranchers  <nd  RLT-:  set  ur.  a  i-erm-ment 
rommittce  of  ranchers.  RUE,  8.C.3.,  University  of  rfv^min^  Ram-.o 
'.apartment  scientist  and  others  deemed  arrronnate  by  the  Initial 
remittee,  to   review  the  various  put*  of  this  fcTJ.  for  quality 
and  Quantity  of  data  and  csrrwttye^  i  They  woul-d  then  re-write  ; 
the  E.I-S.,  or  ib,!^^.^r  ,|ocu-en  t ,  .'.in  -.frjotual  ■  wo.yn  ;\SO  .that''  ,  ; 
th!  pilUlii  would'bc  truly  r'enresenCative  nr  the  nresent  situa- 
tion and  so  that  the  resulting  document  would  be  more  than  ,|u«t 
an  academic  exercise  for  the  nurnoses  of  analysis. 


Our  lustificat  lor 
contorts  of  tho  E.-I.".. 
in-house  PLT'  amrthnt  i 
irovided  a  menninr-ful  I 
tion  neceasnrv  eo  nron 
the  er.iatinr'  data  and  \ 
In-  livestock  frrnzin-  ■ 
not  present  the  use  of 
available  to  ranrel-md 
whelminc  amount  of  ino 
the,  ft,  I.! 


tha 


the   ■ 


ar>3a 
IntornretatioiiE 
"LM  for  nublic  i 
E.I.ri.  r,fter  a 
the   field   ■ 


iffl ,    ovor 
i    committee   of  multiple   usersshouii 
lubsefiuent    docviment    in    a  meaningful   ' 


for   this   comment    : 

rova   thnt    the  document   was   written, 
Vtl-le  users    outside    the  nLK   were   not 
nortunity    to   provide   data   and    inrormo- 
■e    a   ouality   E.I.".    document.      "V»h   of 
rrative    indicates    a  hiis    o".alnst    exist, 
.nn'-ement    Wld    tho    Proposed    action    does 
.he   most   efficient    ind    - ractical     tools 
,,.    .ind   livestock  -nana^ers.       liven    the    over, 
inconsistencies    between    the    real    situation    I 
a   data    In    tno   E.T.".,    and    the  Bf,"'s   narrati 
l-ha    data,    we    find    that    the    time    allowod   by 
ont    is    inadeouate,    ,1«*6   1  iko   ' 
it    took    the  nLf'    o»er    fWo  yea' 
f^n    rirteen   m-.n   E.  I  ."-      ' 


a   to  eolloei 
nd    numerous 
the  Draft.      Je   feel   tl 
e-write   tha   B.l .X.    or 
v,    to   rei'lect    rnallty. 


!  ■       ; 

■ 


32.3  See  response  27.4. 
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Illllf" ""1111111 


32.4 


As    further     'aafclflantian,    althou-1:   U«  have   been    told    bv 
t1  e  "L"    in  recant  -leetlnTS   tlmt   the  nqta  in   this   B.T.S.   will 
rot  be    the  imsis    for    f'lture    Tazlfl"   decisions,    ti:o  HT-aft  "5.T.; 
inrr"t'.ve  on  "ije   ~-l    i-rilcnte^   ot'erw'.se.     ."'ince  w«  have   no 
uJ*oiM  b'lt   to  believe  vihut  we  reiri   is  ^L"    Intentions   in   6-,e 
Trift,    I'r.c.    ~.x.".      needs    to   be    re-writ t*m  by   in   eb'eetive 
""iTtinla-'ine   *«~.mlttee. 

WW   you   rnr  fc'ia  o'-ortunitv   to  eomwtt  on   th*  T»«ft 
".'.".      :'loise   cont-ict  US    is    soon    as    Possible   or.    our   co-tnents 
"o   t'-it  we  cm  use   t'lifi   fiel*J   nelson   to  collect  t.ne  needed 
r,if    to   reive    t-e   e^lstin-   terminal    an-1   ->ncticil    rrobleme 


O^f  <C- 


32.4  See  the  summary  description  of  the  proposed 
action  in  this  document. 
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I  p^'PTlVED  1 

U(1  *  ,  no         Mc-  Robert  E.  Dohse,  Owner 
JU;'  i  ';'           V  H  Ranch  Company 

i            .  .      P.  0.  Box  550 

.'  |      Cody,  Wyominq   82414 

June  10,  19B2 

Mr.  Joe 

rfickman 

,  Author 

U.  S.  De 

t  of  Interior 

Bureau  o 

f  Land 

Management 

WorUnJ, 

Wyoming   82401 

Sub 

ject:   Grass  Creek  Draft  of  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

[Soar  Mr. 

WKrtCflta 

n: 

I  h 

avc  just  acquired  allotments  06J9,  0640  and  section  15 

permit  2537  : 

of  April  15,  19B2,  which  leaves  me  no  history  to  rely  on. 

My  reply 

to  the 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  based  on  my  judgment , 

your  err 

ors  and 

obvious  inconsistencies  but  are  not  necessarily  in  the 

order  or 

their 

importance  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in 

ij*n»«i. 

1) 

The  designation  of  Category  I  for  these  allotments 
is  probably  realistically  premature  since  we  are 
not  really  evaluating  the  results  of  the  effects 
of  grazing  2173  AMU's  but  rather  evaluating  the 
results  of  2178  AMU's  and  possibly  142  horses, 
which  is  the  number  I  counted  one  day  while  on 
the  mountain  looking  at  the  fences.  That  number 
of  horses  times  12  months  or  1,700  AMU's  at  900(1 
of  foliage  for  horses  per  month  vs.  7B0*  for  cows, 
with  these  unknowns,  how  can  anyone  really  evaluate 
range  conditions  for  the  future?   Shouldn't  we  wait 
and  sec  after  a  number  of  years  what  the  range 
condition  will  be  then  and  with  the  new  information, 
establish  the  ranqe  condition  and  the  category  at 
th.it  time? 

.2} 

In  the  above  paragraph  I  mentioned  AMU's.   Always  and 
forever  when  discussing  livestock  grazing  AMU's  has 
there  been  tlr?  method  of  describing  what  an  animal 

33.1 

consumes  while  grazing.   Now,  with  this  Environmental 
impact  Statement,  we  are  not  talking  AMU's  out  pounds 
ot  foliage  and  who  in  the  hell  knows  what  you're  talking 
about  and  why  the  change? 

3} 

Table  Al,  Appendix  A,  Page  A4  estimates  the  total 

forage  for  allotment  06J9  at  4,800,0001's  and  allotment 

0f.4O  at  4,  169,000)1 '5  for  a  total  of  8,969,000#'s  of 

forage.   They  show  usable  vegetation  at  1 ,200,000* 's 

or  121  when  traditionally  50%  has  been  considered 

available  under  good  managmont . 

'■-\.'  v  •    ■■..■ 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  33 


33.1  See  responses  6.4  and  Text  Revision,  page  D- 
18,  Appendix  D. 
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believe  these  figures  are  unreali 


33.2 


t  stake, 
llotments  0639  and 


The  Wildlife  numbers  fc 
0640  are  completely  unrea lis  tic  according  to  the 
Environmental "Impact  Statement.   There  are  at 
various  times  637  animals  on  this  ranqe.   In 
actual  count  since  April  IS.  19B2  to  date,  I  have 
seen  only  4  male  deer,  6  white  tail  deer  and  under 
20  antelope.   By  the  wildest  stretch  of  imagination, 
there  are  not  50  head  in  all  the  area  and  when  one 
considers  that  the  future  of  my  grazinq  permits  are 
dependant  on  these  unrealistic  figures,  it  makes  me 
wonder  what  is  happening!   Where  are  we  going  and 
why  the  inconsistencies? 


ild  I 


so  herd  needs  to  be  reduced  and 
numbers  should  be  reasonably 


The  contiguous  landowner  should  be  protected  from  encro. 
nt;  the  fencing  costs  should  be  borne  by  the  government  and  main- 
ined  by  the  government.   A  wild  stud  has  no  respect  for  a  fence! 

Respectfully, 

-TU..I  ?  •■..*. 


33.2  See  response  4.5. 
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O^.  fff/ffZ. 


7/9. 


t^£     dZ-O^O-*^     ^ 


'  *4*6*S  J& 


1  ^£&s  y*^ 


79 


-*t$-&C'    -^&vS  ■ZtXLz-,     'Jfcc&zJ 

'&  7/.  Jyt).  is  -&»*&£   _^w 


(?-&■*-■ 


80 


-mMmmmmimwiHMm  imimi  mi  mi'iiii  11  fj""  ■■■" ||L  Mt  *"•- 


¥- 


■7J«»~  /3**i^~~77£~> 


35 


WYOMING 

EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENT 

CHEYENNE 


Uorl.md.    MY  H240I 
Dear  Mr.   Himrhou-jty ; 

Statement  has  lu'on  circulated  fur  review  hv  Wyoming  state 
an'-iH-ii-s.  topics  of  the!  r  comment .s  .-iff  enclosed  tor  vour 
cnnsldernt  (on  anil  use. 

U  is  mv  nmU*rstiim(Ins  ttwt  factor*  such  a*  estimated 
ni-.izinn  b'(in»«  lev,  i  nl  1  i  .1 1  stocking  level  s  ami  suhsonuent 
araxlnn  adWamenls.  If  rww.  will  hv  h»*e<l  nn  additional 
monitoring,  operator  consul  tut  Ion.  ill  lotnioMt  management  (thins 
and  the  final  kantteland  I'murum  Sumro.-irv.  I  re<(ut'«'  that  I  hi' 
state  he  kept  ful  I  v  (innrlsotl  of  those  activities,  there  must 
ho  adequtue  notice  and  nppnrttinUv  fw  direct  state  ami  local 
involvement  In  lhei*e  activities  rtnd  the  re  1  iiU'il  <k'Cl  si  o-ii-fliflktii« 
procens.  In  part  Icnlar .  tho  stale,  the  affected  operators  find 
other  interested  entities  must  h(ivo  (ttrevl  input  to  1  In-  drill  l 
Kiinuo  I  and      t'rouram     Summnrv.  I  hi  ■>     ekuwmvni      will      unmnln     t  he 

piSMiimt «l     us,-     nl  minimi    i^K-tlvi-*     and    KrtiKtnii    adjustment 

d.-cisiens.     -..>     there    must     he     extensive     review    .mil    comment     opp.o"- 


lln.  current  economic  olJidii  of  the  Rlnhorn  f*a  s  i  n  *  s 
ranch!  mi  Indus t  rv  must  he  <i  major  factor  In  ixny  kMkIhk 
.,d  iustmenl      decisions.  While      .1      Hl.M      wr.i/inj:      allotment      mav 

provide  onlv  .1  certain  nor  cent  a«e  of  an  Individual  rancher'* 
[out  I  llveKtnck  I'oHlftl'  reiiui  remeiit  .  .1  siynllieam  reduction  or 
|,,ss  nl'  this  a  I  l.umenl  m.iv  impact  hi  s  eivt  i  re  ranch  i  n>!  opor- 
at  Ion.  Dependencv      Oil      MI.M     H"""*>  »K     ■"' '  lotments     1  mm     the     Stand- 

point ol  [Itfititw  arid  hertl  manaseahi  1 1  tv  mav  prevent  st raiphl 1 ine 
formula     hertl     reduct  Ions     In     re- p.. use     to    ..     percent  line     less    ..1 
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5tate  Planning  Coordinator 
Wyoming  State  Clearinghouse 

Don  Oaiss        cx^^-^i^X-^— ' 

Assistant  Commissioner 


SUBJECT:     Grass  Creek  Draft   Env 


mtal   Impact  Statement 


Attached  are  the  comments  of  Collin  Fallat,  Agriculture  Planning 
&  Development  Division,  Wyoming  Department  of  Agriculture  with 
regard  to  the  Grass  Creek  Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement. 

Mr.  Fallat's  comments  reflect  those  of  this  Department. 

Thank  you   for  the  opportunity   to  comment  on  this  draft  statement. 

jh 

Hand-Carried:   06/1 0/83 
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ii  oi  tMabtcttMufis 


telephone^  ii07|i 


MEMORANDUM 
DATE:  June  10,   1982 

Don  Ddiss 

Col  1 ir 
SUBJECT:      Review  of  the  Grass  Creek  Draft  Em 


".■I'.KXtiOil.  u»r£ 


in  muiC-f' 


■ntal    Impact  Statement 


This  memorandum  presents   the  Oivision  of  Agriculture  Planninq   and 
Development's  comments   related   to  the  Grass   Creek  Draft   Environmental    Impact 
Statement. 

The  Division  supports  Alternative  3,  which  calls   for  the  optimization 
of  livestock  grazing.     This  alternative  deserves  consideration  in  the  BLM's 
management  plan  for  the  following  reasons:      The  demand   for  more  red  meat 
production   is   projected  to   increase   through  the  century.      It   is  also 
probable  that  the  livestock  industry  will   utilize  less  food  grains  for 
livestock  feeding  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)     Proposed  meat  grading  changes  will    probably  result   in 
the  utilization  of  less   grain   fattened  red  meat,  and 

Z)     The  world  population   increase  will   create  more  demand 
for  grains;   therefore,    increasing  grain  prices   to  a 
point  where  grain  fattening  of  cattle  will  decline. 

Should   these  projections  occur,   the  livestock   industry,   and  the  nation, 
will    become  increasingly  dependent   upon   the  nation's   oublic  and   private  range- 
land   resource. 

It   is   apparent   that  the  EIS  does  not  consider  the   importance  Of  the 
livestock  industry  within  the  context  ftf  future  human  food  needs   in  this 
country,   or  the  United  State's   role  as  a  major   food  supplier   for  the  world. 
The   Division  of  Agriculture  Planning  and   Development   firmly  believes  that 
food  production  must  be  given  more  consideration  than   has  been  demonstrated 
in  the  EIS  process   to  date.      Though   it   is  probably  considered  unthinkable  by 
most,   the  probability  of  hunaer  in   this   nation  cannot   be  Overlooked  or   taken 
lightly.     If  this  occurs  the  survival  of  wildlife  on  orivate,  as  well  as 
federal   lands,  ir.  questionable  due  to  ficreflsod  Caching.     The  Division 
supports  wildlife  management  along  with  livestock  management,  but  both  need 
to  be  managed  at  Optimum  levels  and  not  at   the  exoense  of  red  meat   production, 
which  has  occurred  and  continues  to  occur. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  37 


37.1  See  response  to  15.19.  We  cannot  evaluate 
the  impacts  on  each  rancher  until  we  know  how 
much  livestock  grazing  would  change  in  each  allot- 
ment. This  would  not  be  known  until  after  monitor- 
ing if  the  proposed  action  is  adopted,  nor  has  a 
forage  allocation  been  made  for  all  the  other  alter- 
natives. Even  if  we  knew  how  much  forage  would 
be  available  to  each  operator,  the  financial  impact 
would  depend  on  the  characteristics  of  the  ranch 
and  the  management  ability  of  the  operator. 

37.2  We  realize  and  are  concerned  with  the  de- 
structive impacts  these  activities  cause  on  the 
range.  The  Grass  Creek  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Envi- 
ronmental Assessment  (1978)  addressed  the  im- 
pacts of  oil  and  gas  production  and  related  activi- 
ties in  the  Grass  Creek  Resource  Area.  These  ac- 
tivities have  disturbed  an  estimated  2,700  acres,  of 
which  1,200  acres  will  never  produce  vegetation 
again.  Even  though  oil  and  gas  activity  also  has 
beneficial  affects  such  as  producing  water  for  live- 
stock and  irrigation  and  constructing  roads  to  im- 
prove access  to  remote  areas  grazed  by  livestock, 
these  activities  may  have  also  caused  a  loss  of 
forage  for  livestock.  These  impacts  will  be  consid- 
ered for  each  allotment  when  decisions  are  made. 


Page  2 

Don  Oaiss   -  Memorandum 

June  10,  1982 


37.1 


37.2 


It  is  also  the  Division's  understanding  that  decisions  in  the  management 
framework  plan  were  heavily   influenced   by   the  so  called  Soil    Vegetation 
Inventory  Method   (SVIM).      This   is   a   system  analysis  annroach   to   studying   the 
environment.      In  our  opinion   this   System   is  Currently  incapable  of  objectively 
analyzing  the  thousands  of  environmental   components  that  exist   in  any   rangeland 
ecosystem.     This  program  is  still  experimental  and  is  not  being  used  to  develop 
management   framework  plans   in  other  states.      In  our  Opinion   this   system  should 
not  be  part  of  the  planning  process  in  the  Grass  Creek  Resource  Area, 

On  page  105  of  the  draft  the  statement   is  made   that  ranch  valuations  may 
be   reduced  as  much  as   5.1   million  dollars   for  the  proposed  action  and  alterna- 
tives  3  and  4.     Generally  ranching  operations   in  Wyoming  are  intrinsically 
dependent  upon  the  availability  of  federal   rangeland  for  the  successful  opera- 
tion of  the  ranching  unit.      The  Grass  Creek  Grazing  Draft  Environmental    Impact 
Statement  should  evaluate  the   financial    loss   per  ranching  unit  based  on   the 
proposed  action.     If  this  was  accomplished  it  is  quite  possible  that  a  deter- 
mination could  be  made  that  certain  ranching  units  would   be  put  out  of  business 
resulting  from  drastic  reductions  of  AUM's.     The  Division  would  encourage  this 
unit  by  unit  evaluation  to  determine  the   individual    financial    impact   that  each 
permittee  will  incur  based  on  the  proposed  management  plan. 

Lastly,   the  Division  of  Agriculture  Planning  and  Development  wishes   to  be 
on  record  as   being  concerned  about   the  Cumulative  impacts  of  seismic,  oil 
and  gas  well   exploration.      The  amount  of  rangeland  disturbed   by  these  activities 
probably  amounts  to  hundreds  of  AUH's  within  certain  districts.     The  Division 
considers   this  a   serious  problem  that  has   not  received   the  attention   It 
deserves. 

Thank  you   for  the  opportunity  to  respond   to  the  draft. 

CF/lms 

cc:  John  Orton,  Commissioner  ot  Agriculture 
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38.1 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Mr.    Robert    E.    Sundin,    Director.    D.pt.    of   Environmental    Qu« | I Cv 

FftOM:  E.J.    Fining.    Sot  1    Specialist.    Uater    Quality    Oi  «i  s  ion  .  L.'v_/ 

DATE:  May    17.     Ig82 

SUBJECT:  Consent*   Qn    the   Grass    Creek   Grazing    -    ','nrland    District    -    Draft    EI5 

Gcncr.ih 

We  support  the  proposed  action  defined  in  the  Oraft  EI5  for  the  Grass 
Creek  Resource  Area  as  a  best  alternative  for  resource  improvement  while 
maintaining  multiple  use  values.   The  placemen*  of  the  najor  portion  of  the 
Fifteen  Kile  Creek  drainage  in  Improvement  ("|")  category  gracing  allotments 
due  to  the  conflict  between  grazing  and  watershed  value-,  verifies  the  effec- 
tless of  both  the  Bin's  land  use  planning  (MFP)  process  and  the  Big  Horn 
Basin  Areawide  208  Water  Quality  Management  Pl^n  in  Identifying  and  evalu- 
ating areas  of  critical  concern  for  non-point  source  pollution.   The  "|" 
designation  should  prove  mutually  beneficial  in  t 
spective  agency  goals  through  the  ?08  cooperative 


*  of    Lung   Terr    I 


I.         P.iqe    S.-U    -    Sur 
In    the   Soils    '. 


2.        Pag*    10  -   MfP   Hoconneftdrtt ions.    R.M.3,2. 
Under    *t.b.,    constraints    that    wTi  I     Ee    a. 


r.l  in  Al 

'  grazit 


Sage  Crnust 
■raying  Is  al 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  38 


Mr. 

Robert  E.  Sundin 

Comments  on  Draft  £15  -  Grass  Creek  Grazing 

Hay 
Pay 

5- 
6, 

17.  1982 
2 

Page  19  -  Criteria  for  Custodial  ("C")  Crying  Allotment  Category  ■ 
The  Fifteen  Kile  drainage  easily  meets  these  criteria,  especially  from 
the  production  potential  standpoint,  were  it  not  for  the  watershed  con- 
Page  26  -  Table  1-1. 

in  the  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMP's)  that  will  be  developed  for 
the  Fifteen  Mile  allotments.   It  is  possible  to  establish  test  plots 
to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  treatment  and  the  other  vctctative 
treatments  mentioned  as  water  guj 1 i ty  BmP's  for  rangelunds  in  less  than 
good  to  excellent  condition?   Such  test  plots  will  probably  be  necessary 
to  provide  the  data  for  BMP  adoption  in  the  z03  plan. 

Page  jB  -  Environmental  Protoction  Agency 

The  role  of  EPA  is  somewhat  mis-stated  here,  in  that  by  authorizing  208 
grants  to  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality.  EPA  has  del- 
egated management  agency  responsibility  for  non-point  source  pollution 

38  2 

7. 

control  to  the  state,  which,  within  the  framework  of  the  Statewide  208 
Plan,  has  delegated  it*  authority  to  those  regions  accepting  areawidc 

management  ugeney  in  turn  works  with  the  respective  land  management 
agencies  or  conservation  districts. 

Page  &3  -  "Fp  Recommendations  for  Alt,  -3.  P.M.  -  2.1 

Can  a   *•   month  deferred  grazing  period  for  "C"  allotments  be  justified 

38.3 

8. 

This  seems  extreme  unless  used  in  a  rest  rotation  gracing  system  rather 

lc..f  stage)  in  1  year  out  of  three  and  no  grazing  prior  to  Seed  ripe 
the  other  two  years. 

Pages  1.9-50  -  MFP  Recommendations  for  Alt.  »4, 

The  watershed  improvement  recommendations  are  unusually  detailed  here. 
It  wniild  seem  that  tnese  recommend.it  ions  shuuld  also  be  included  in 
the  Proposed  Action.   In  addition,  thi'.  section  should,  in  the  Proposed 

■). 

Page  58  -  Soils  ■  3rd  paragraph,  line  5,  6.  7. 

38.  L 

and  therefore  not  well  drained. 

38.1  See  text  revisions  page  14. 

38.2  See  text  revisions  page  38. 

38.3  From  the  range  management  standpoint 
these  allotments  can  best  be  maintained  and  im- 
proved by  using  them  during  the  fall  or  winter  Ex- 
ceptions are  made  to  allow  some  spring/summer 
use  if  this  change  cannot  be  made. 

38.4  See  Text  Revisions,  page  58. 
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38-5     I 
386     I 


38' 


38. 8 


38  9 

38.15 

3811    | 
3812 


Page    61 ,    paragraph    3,    s*ntanct 

Page  61,  Streams,  paragraph  1 
Ho*  do  intermittent  Strn*n»  pr 
that    pcrenial    streams    provide' 

Page  7'',  paragraph  5,  line  S  ■ 
It   '.houlil   be   ^ i: ii t *- d   her«    tn.il 

ItOCl>    in   q,en«rel  {    [Ms    i»Oiilri   r 


■e  dose:.-  approach  cl'ma*  state  »s  i 
:  i  on .  Wh«th*r  tr-n-  cwposi'  t'on  n'  rn r 
.r.fub%  nr    fgfiss    depends   on    the    range 


Appendix   A,    page    fl-J    - 
Column    5    should    be    labelled   "total    i 
The    forage   demand    rablt-    ihouTd   be    i 
federal     land    for    the    p..rip,j    Df    aCtt 

Appendl*    D,    peqe    D-l8    ■ 

Ducsn'  t    a    Hupd   wi  Id  I  i  '.-   ob  let:  i  \.e 

Apounau  d,  pas*  two,   lsi   pu-'a.sfui 

Sentence   dries    not    road    torrent  1,    - 
from   3?   would    Itlsr.-vue    frnn   V,-  .'7" 


38.5  The  fecal  coliform  concentrations  which  ex- 
ceeded standard  levels  were  enumerated  by  the 
USGS  in  1977  (see  text  revision,  page  61).  These 
samples  did  not  include  enumeration  of  fecal  strep- 
tococcus. Subsequent  sampling  by  BLM  during 
1979  within  drainages  of  the  Grass  Creek  Resource 
Area  pursued  both  fecal  coliform  and  fecal  strepto- 
coccus concentrations.  The  ratios  of  representative 
samples  are  presented  below. 

38.6  Our  best  estimate  is  that  the  miles  of  intermit- 
tent streams  on  public  land  in  the  GCRA  exceeds 
the  perennial  type  by  at  least  10  times. 

38.7  The  increase  would  be  especially  important  for 
cattle. 

38.8  The  bold-face  printing  of  the  headings  for 
Streams;  Reservoirs;  and  Springs,  Seeps  and 
Canals  and  for  Fish  Habitat  and  Wildlife  Habitat  is 
reversed  which  makes  interpretation  difficult.  Fish 
Habitat  and  Wildlife  Habitat  should  be  subordinate 
to  the  wetland  headings.  Streams  and  reservoirs 
are  vastly  different  wetland  habitats  and  it  was 
thought  best  to  separate  discussions  on  fish  habitat 
and  wildlife  habitat  for  each  type.  See  text  revision 
page  85. 

38.9  Page  58  explains  what  the  vegetative  produc- 
tion includes.  The  total  demand  on  lands  within  the 
allotment  was  used  because  it  is  impossible  to  sep- 
arate the  wildlife  by  land  status. 


Mr.    Robert    E.    Sunu'iri 

COTments    On    Crdfl    EliS    -fGr.lV.    Uet.l    f.'nj, 

May    17.     198? 


«"!!       'II'   ""i 


b:;. 


38.10  No,  if  wildlife  goals  are  set, 
numbers  would  vary  in  relation  to 
range  conditions. 

38.11  See  text  revision  page  D-20. 

38.12  See  text  revision,  Table  F1. 


the  livestock 
the  changing 


July   9   tan   only    be    documented   t]'i    «   ■-.:»■  f-.ur~  of  ■&    i.imfjlvf.  .■tale'nVdii'ri  fig 
separate    7k    hour    period1;    durinq   any  ■<■■--•>. 
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38.5  (Cont'd) 


Stream  Name  and  Location 


Date  Sampled 


FC:FS 


Willow  Creek 

T.51N.,    R.  96W.    SENE,    Sec.    If 


6/26/79  1900:3131   =  .61 


21   Creek   Above   Cottonwood   Creek 
T.44N.,    R.99W.    NWSW    Sec.    20 


7/10/79 


420:  924   =   .46 


North   Fork   Owl   Creek 
X.44N.,    R.  98W.    SWSW   Sec.    35 


7/19/79 


548:628   =   .87 


South   Fork  Owl   Creek 
T.43N.,    R.98W.    SWSE    Sec.    3 


7/12/79 


1025:1720   =   .60 


Cottonwood  Creek 

T.44N.,    R.  98W.    SESW    Sec.    10 


6/13/79 


160:1250   =   .13 


Enos    Creek 

T.44N.,    R.98W.    SESW   Sec.    10 


7/9/79 


72:408   =   .1* 
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Wyoming   y/afe   3fightr.au   ^ehaittnsni 


CHtYEMMC .  WVOMINQ    SZOOZ  SO' 


Grass   C"eek  Graaioe 
Draft;  SIS 

Bureau  Of   Land  Mana.-.enent 
Stale  UettUfi«-r  K».   6.S-115 


Hr.   Dick  Kartmoji 
State  Planning  Coordinate 
Wyorcinp  State   ClearinRhoi 
2320   Capitol   Avenue 
Cheyenne,  VX        63002 


Dear  Mr. 


As   Outlined   in   the   Draft   Environmental   Impact   Statement,   the   only 
item   in   the  proposed  Clraiiu   Creek  livestock  mar-arjosen  t   plar,  thut 
is   likely   to   afreet   highways   la   the   feneinr   rscomnendatJona   in 
Table  1-1,  Paj;e  1?.     We  feel,  the  plan  is  flexible  enougtt  to 
accomodate   the   safety   needs   of  the   traveling  public.      Thus,   Ue 
do   not   anticipate   any  significant    Impacts-. 


Willies  ?■    Kin,;,   P.    E.  C^ 


THE  STATE    'WCJjgk 

W  Of  WVOMINC 

40 

^iteming  ?Mec-ie.aUcn   'tffimnnbbicn 

FEEL™., 

B04  fcAST  2STH  SmECT                                                    CHSVBNN8.  WYOMING      OIOOI 

May   11.    1932 

JAM  L.  WILSON 

;i'.-,';, 

MimiEU 

Mr.    Dick  Hartman 
State   Planning  Coordinator 
2320   Capitol   Avenue 
Cheyenne,   Wyoming       B2D02 

Ml: 

The   Draft   EIS,   Crass   Crook  Craains  Menegenertt,   A-35   #32-11 
was   received   in   this   office  on  April   14,    1962,      Thank  you 
for   civing   us    the   opportunity   to   review   the   report. 

Enclosed   is   a  memorandum   from  our   staff  historian   and 
arflheelegitt   who  reviewed   the   naterials.      They   indicate 
chat    further   work  must   be  done   before   cultural    clearance 
for   the   project   can   be   recommended   by   the   Wyoming  State 
Historic   Preservation  Officer    (SHPCO    for   the   purposes   of 
applicable   stale   and    federal    lavs. 

If  you  have   any   questions   concerning   this   recommendation 
please   contact   the   appropriate  raembar  of  our   staff. 

Mark   JunjO,   Chiei 
Bcseureee   Division   and 
Deputy  SHPO 

FOR: 

Jim  t,  Wilson,  Biraccor  and 

State   Historic   Pru nervation   Offtc 

bnc 1 ^ . 

„ 
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WYOMING  RECREATION  COMMISSION  j/\ 

STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 

REVIEW  AND  COMPLIANCE 

Interdisciplinary  Stall  Comments 
Archeology  •   History  •   Historical  Archtizctur*  •  Recreation  Planning 


TO 

Mark  Junge.    Chitf 

Michael  A.    Manic,   Hiutorical   Review  &   Compliance   Office 

Kiahard   Bryant,    Archenlogical   CoapLiattCc   Ottievt   J& 

DATE 

May   11,    1982   (district   AS) 

RB- 

Draft  EIS     Crass   Creek  Gelling  :lanage=en( 

The   DEIS   sections   concerning  cultural   resources   do  not   l 

to   the   procedures   and   stipulations   established    in    til*   ftrt 

PMOA  between   the   BLH,    ACHP  and   SCSHPO   signed    in  January, 

Specifically,    stipulation   1   of   the   PMOA  calls    for   n   ClU 

11  cultural   resource  survey  of  the  project  orc*l  prior   i 

preparation   of   tha   DEIS.      Stipulation.   2   require!)    rfttavvn 

of   the   survey   reports    in   the   DEIS.      Stipulation   4    re-quit 

BLM  to   supply   the   SHPO  with   copies   of   the   survey   report* 

of   the   actions   were   accomplished   ay   3LM  prioi    CO   pffpara 

the  DEIS. 

Without   the   cultural   resource    information  which   the   Clas 

II   reports   contain,    w.i   can  make  r.o   reasonable   assessment 

proposed   grOtlng   program's   effects   on  cultural   resources 

doesn't   the   BLH  ndhere   to   their  own   lays   and   guidelines? 

the   federal   agency   conforms    to   the   PMOA,    the   SHPO   cannot 

cultural   clearance    for   tha  Crass   Creek  Gracing  DEIS. 

RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  41 


41.1  Both  Class  I  historic  and  Class  I  prehistoric  in- 
ventories have  been  completed,  copies  of  which 
were  forwarded  to  your  office  in  1978  and  1979. 
These  reports  were  listed  in  the  DEIS  as:  Western 
Interpretive  Services;  Robert  A.  Murray:  Principal  In- 
vestigator. 1978.  Class  I  Cultural  Resource  (Histor- 
ic) Inventory,  Woriand  District.  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement, Sheridan,  Wyoming.  Copy  on  file  at  Wor- 
iand BLM  Office.  Anthro  Research  Co.,  Larry  H. 
Lahren:  Principal  Investigator.  1979.  A  Class  I  Cul- 
tural Resource  Inventory  for  the  Woriand  District, 
Livingston,  Montana;  Manuscript  on  file  at  Woriand 
BLM  Office. 

A  sample  (Class  II)  cultural  resource  inventory 
was  completed  in  1979,  a  copy  of  which  was  for- 
warded to  your  office.  The  reference  for  this  report 
is:  Anthro  Research  Inc.,  1979.  Summary  data  de- 
rived from  a  Class  II  Cultural  Resource  Inventory 
for  the  Grass  Creek  Planning  Unit,  Woriand  District, 
Wyoming.  Larry  A.  Lahren,  Principal  Investigator! 
Livingston,  Montana.  BLM  Contract  Number  YA- 
512-CT9-154.  A  manuscript  is  on  file  at  the  Wor- 
iand District  BLM  office. 

BLM  does  not  expect  cultural  clearance  based 
on  this  EIS.  The  proposed  action  indicates  that 
clearances  will  be  requested  on  individual  projects 
based  on  further  inventory. 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  42 


42.1  The  reduction  in  runoff  is  assumed  to  be  dis- 
tributed equally  across  the  resource  area. 

The  statement  "lower  peak  floods  flows  for  a 
particular  rainfall  event"  is  attempting  to  explain 
that  the  anticipated  reduction  in  runoff  will  be  due 
to  a  loss  of  ephemeral  flow  derived  from  spring  and 
summer  rain  storms  as  opposed  to  a  loss  of  peren- 
nial and  intermittent  sources  such  as  snow  pack 
and  base  flow.  The  runoff  "loss"  is  actually  water 
that  is  kept  on  upland  sites  due  to  increased  vege- 
tative cover  and  infiltration. 

The  statement  may  become  more  understanda- 
ble in  the  context  of  the  runoff  curve  number  proce- 
dure for  estimating  direct  runoff,  which  generally 
predicts  lower  runoff  volumes  and  lower  "peak" 
discharges  when  displayed  on  a  hydrograph  on  ran- 
geland  in  good  condition  as  opposed  to  poorer 
condition  rangeland  for  the  same  rainfall  amount  (of 
course  some  storms  may  not  produce  runoff).  Thus 
"a  particular  rainfall  event"  may  be  thought  of  as  a 
storm  return  period  and  rainfall  duration  time  (i.e.,  2 
year  and  6  hours  storm). 
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y  OF  WYOMING 


tyame  and  $hn  %eft,a^(meni  gg 


June   16,    1982 


EIS   97S/L1    BUI  Grass    Creek 
Grazing  Draft  Envlrt 
Impact  Seateracf 


Mr,    John  Mooihouse,    Team  Leader 
Bureau    of    Land   Management 

Bon  119 

norland,    Wyoming   82401 

Dear  Mr.  MoorhouBe: 

we  have  reviewed  this  DEIS  and  found  that  the  proposed  action  appears  to  be 
compatible  with  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  could  result  in  a  significant 
i rap r ove men t  in  fish  habitat  IE  certain  practices  are  implemented.  Information 
on  fisheries  resources  In  the  document  were  Insufficient  to  allow  determination 
of  whether  overall  fisheries  Impacts  would  be  positive  Or  negative.  Specific 
comments  on  the  DEIS  are  as  follows; 


43.1   I 


56,   paragraph  c 


implies    t 


rial  consideration  only. 


P.  58,  Riparian,  points  out  the  scarcity  of  riparian  habitat  (only  0.002% 
.ur  Eace) ■  Protection  and  Improvement  of  this  rare  resource  should  be  an 
tant    feature  of  any  alternative  selected. 

V.  61,  Streams,  points  out  that  only  about  80  miles  of  perennial  streams 
occur  in  the  area,  comprising  orfly  about  100  acres  of  channel  habitat.  This 
rare  resource  should  likewise  be  maintainod  and  improved  under  any  alternative 
selected.  Tho  Wyoming  stream  classification  map  (copy  enclosed)  may  be  Included 
In   the   EIS. 

IP.  61,  Fish  Habitat,  is  misleading.  Several  of  the  references  cited  are 
not  3peclflc  to  the  Grass  Creek  area  or  Wyoming.  While  the  referencen  lend 
credence  to  general  conditions  and  what  can  happen,  they  do  not  describe  the 
affected  habitat   In  the  Grass  Creek   area. 


43.3  I 


.    63,   Wildlife,   i 


restrial  species  but  omitfl   fish.      Plsl 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  43 


43.1  See  Text  Revision  page  56. 

43.2  This  section  represents  a  general  description 
of  existing  fish  habitat  conditions  in  streams  on 
public  land  of  the  GCRA.  References  are  included 
to  illustrate  that  observed  stream  habitat  problems 
and  their  causes  have  been  documented  in  other 
areas  of  the  West  where  similar  land-use  practices 
occur. 

43.3  Little  specific  population  data  exists  for  fish  in 
many  of  the  streams  so  it  was  thought  best  to  ad- 
dress habitat  conditions  which  cause  changes  in 
the  various  fisheries.  A  fish  species  list  which  con- 
tains distribution  data  is  referenced  in  the  first  para- 
graph of  the  fish  habitat  section. 
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Mr.  John  nodi  house 
June   16,   1982 
Page   2,    EIS  976/L1 

consideration  under    the  wetlands  heading   was     not     adequate      to     substitute      for 
omission     under      the   wildlife  heading.      Actual   species  present  were   not   Included 
in   the   DEIS. 

43-4 

P.   95,   paragraph      two,      indicates      that       herbicide       concentrations       will 
increase.        Effects  of   the  proposed   action  were   not  displayed,   only   that  present 
levels  were   not   harmful. 

435 

P.   65,    last   paragraph,    states   that   'Pishery  habitat  would   be  maintalntd      if 
rest   treatments  were  adopted....'      Previous   sections   included   the   importance  and 
scarcity     of     stream     and   riparian  habitats  and  MFP   recommendations    (p.    10,    1*) - 
These   treatments  would  be  beneficial   to   fishery  habitat.      Will    these      treatments 
be  used? 

436 

P.    8<5-96,    Environmental  Consequences   -  Wildlife,   does   not    include   fisheries 
except      for      a  generalized  diagram   (Fig.    3-1)    which   is   referenced  under   alterna- 
tive  1,    not   under   wildlife  or   the   proposed   action.        Environmental     consequences 
to      fisheries   should  bl  displayed.      The  proposed  action  may   represent  Opportuni- 
ties  for    fish  habitat   improvement   but   this  cannot  be   verified  without   discussion 
in   the   EIS. 

P.   108,   Recommended  Mitigation  and  Unavoidable  Adverse   impacts,      offers     no 
additional  clarification  of   fisheries   Impacts. 

Additional  comments  may  be  provided  upon  review  of   this  proposed  project  by. 
our     Game  Division  personnel.      Please  contact   this  office  or  our   District  Office 
in  Cody   if   we  may  be  of   further   help. 

Sincerely, 

-/g,*   -    W.    DONALD  DEXTER, 

ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,    OPERATIONS 
WYOMING  GAME  AND  FISH    DEPARTMENT 

WDD:mlr 

end. 

cc:      Came  Division 

Fish  Division 

43.4  Herbicide  concentrations  are  not  expected  to 
increase  to  harmful  levels  from  spraying  of  public 
lands  due  to  restrictions  on  use  near  wetland 
areas.  Refer  to  Table  3-8  for  more  detail. 

43.5  The  proposed  action  provides  for  wetland 
habitat  management.  Where  grazing  systems  would 
not  protect  fishery  or  wetland  habitat,  fencing  would 
take  place  as  prescribed  in  the  MFP  recommenda- 
tions. 

43.6  Effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  alterna- 
tives on  fish  habitat  are  discussed  on  pages  85  and 
86.  Fish  population  will  directly  respond  to  changes 
in  habitat  as  discussed.  To  further  illustrate  effects 
of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  on  fish  and 
their  habitat,  a  column  for  trout  has  been  added  to 
Tables  3-9,  3-11,  3-12,  3-13,  and  3-14  of  the  wild- 
life section. 


u 

rn.Ti-rvf.Wli 

7V,jm   !.--H-r 

RE^il1.      • 

nox  IJ" 

JH21'82 

M*rt.Wt,    Vvimiiff   #34t<ij 
ftM.r    Mr.    >l»rhnu**t 

MM.:.-.-        Jt 

Mm   rMlnwlm   cfmwnrzjr*   tmbmltt*.!   ;>r   jur   mMi  (,'rifivi   r.- 
fin.iJ    fr.ift    ->f   ffv  .;r.iss  err-k   FT*. 

Tii*   miCT'ii: .«  .ir-    Hr-ct^l   to   (  h-  wiLUif    tise-j.tii.vis   inrJu  If  1 

» 

44.1 

Pag*    lit     "»    I.J     r.rr.isjr.tnri   '..-   r*no'    Ipv.- l.iprrnt    j.if    J-»st.7n,   tfton   .'".isiM.-. 

t,->  .ill,'>tm>ncfl  tfnfcft  hjv*  .jm-»  i.w-   in   i  h>m.      i    thiw   <ir.'n.l  w(n«  f>ap+cl.1ll:t   in 
r.'IK"   altMnmatM,    I    :.■--:    stroll    N'     l!fiMMXf*H    surd  .is    7w:»-     ',    .m  .'XftlMt    \,       7),* 

1.      at    rnc    List    '.'.in7<'   fwra  .Ivnn.i   chor.'   wwl   f,.  lv   ennfusi^n  iwr  w/t.ir    if 
1  j.^lj.i;  rf««i*. 

ruov  til     1  r**i  .rti, ti-m.il   UneutHlaA  n,--iy  to  b»  t»j>iem>rir*l  ■»/?  wavdruiin 
mnrr'J   ■'SD'Trt/lu  ."i   hlq  ajar   winti-r   r.mijf.s.      Xueti  ■•*   rvwrvimj   *.r.7"  brush 
/•r   ofJvim,   '.iwv.nq,    »(we*rtfr*1   Trnn  ;'nr-J->/T»'nr   »».irh»r  .tn1   m.'irv.i  l."»-nl .      ll.v 
=.?.7-'<ru*h     with  .t   cinnpiy  tnver  of   loiin.xmif  /•!  j   J"  r  •    >i>  ;>Jus  .vro-ni   i,-!  J 1 
pr^lMHlU  t»    SptA^t  n,-t    bur.-.f.  1. 

rhcr*-   .»!*■    nwOfrf.r.lMn   Jfr.M.,..|  ,,(     frCHfrnt    *.,.(,•*  TO  sf.   (h.H    r (    f,-   J.,- 

trv.ir.vi   ,n  tr.l-T  r.i  .lil.w  n^w-  ^rnwfH  ti   sf.irt    i.'rurh  :."uJ  f  prtvil*  (.,t(.-c 
ft**!,  nff. 

44.2 

rjgY».     Hi       r.V    Mf.ii    £?[-.]£■>    P-.THmJ   l'ir    77h-    Pf(>fHt*».J    1«I.W1    -ftfttji'    1-7    lruf'l 

Hn>W   5IJ    n  ,H**J  wmmj  f  >r  wil.Tlir^.      fr    «*JUli   h»    H>,P7a    insd'.H  .1;'    M..'M, 
vhicn  wjuif   Uri.n.7   rf»-   7r.in.(   ^,1f.rl   rn    Jjo.j^:, 

44.3 

IfihTf    (Uj       lY.in.j/urn    Ant-'Iun^.-       r/»   -^t  imif. .*,/    :>,v.i -nunr  1/1.7    s.Ms.m     1  n t ■-  Js  1  t»L" 
aiMMUritJi'fl   (fl    WO  Ml  ■'«li«l."I  ,1-1     l?,tf  in*[-.il  .i/1    Ii»lW. 

44.4 

f.i,jr'.   i.j.     r.-.(  !m!,'(  winter  o»nuI.it^in  .>f    muJ.'    i.tt  at#at.i  61"  i-J''.(  fiw   l'«i' 
(fl«t<M.I  .'f  Il.tUW.      rh>   7»-'J    f.'r   if*-   CtntM   ft-murev   4n>j   sh>.uM  fv   .ir.<unl 
IJ,?(V    insr.M/    yf    *,70ti   in    thr   WintPT. 

44.5 

page  "Ci      toils.      7f>>    Ur*.*    Inf.-M.lr l.ui  ,..'   (...rv-sror  .inrs   1/1   th»    :<:H\    it 
wrfl  iIJ;/  r-sf),.m;M.-   fir  ,Turh  ,-.f  rh.-   •olJ  ^pini.in    I.wn   I?   -.vii.'  iTrwlt, 
T^n   Ml Iii  i-n«i»)(  i-rf.      r'V'  .|?Ic•ft.l^^»l^n   ^.in.j.ir.i.i   r.it    .ml   ;s-  miflij  spfct**  •'•f 
">if   iimnuw   <wn»I*»r.iBl*   ini.mt  f  t  l.-s  .if   V.'Him  .inf   I   .'■•■■>!   sAmi-f  h.'  i«>,if  i  <n-- 1. 

44.6 
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»r"d  mtl.l  Iv   mo]ii7<-f. 

RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  44 

!         r  i 

44.1  See  Response  22.1. 

44.2  See  Text  Revision  page  1 5. 

44.3  See  Text  Revision  page  63. 

44.4  See  Text  Revision  page  64. 

44.5  This  may  be  an  accurate  statement,  but  we 
have  no  data  to  verify  it. 

44.6  See  Response  29.6. 
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44.7  On  June  28,  1982,  we  met  with  Cal  King  of 
the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  to  update 
wildlife  population  data.  Only  minor  revisions  were 
made.  Future  monitoring  should  help  verify  actual 
wildlife  use  in  the  EIS  area. 

44.8  See  response  37.2. 

44.9  The  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  and  the  consequent 
regulations,  mention  no  specific  number  or  percent- 
age of  wildlife.  It  merely  states  "reasonable  num- 
bers." We  have  accepted  the  State  Game  and  Fish 
Department's  goals  based  on  the  strategic  plan  to 
be  reasonable  numbers. 

44.10  See  Text  Revision  pageC-10. 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMEN 
REGION 


L  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


JUN    1   4    862 

Hef:     3PM-EA 

Mr.   Maxwell   T.   Lieurance 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.   Box  1323 

Cheyenne,   Wyoming     82001 


6//&/f* 


Deai 


If.    Lieur 


The  Region  VIII  office  of  the  ! 
completed  its  review  of  the  Grass  0 
Statement   (DEIS)   and  offers   the  foT 


nvironmental   Protection  Agency  has 
eek  Grazing  Draft  (nvironmental   Impact 
Wing  comments   for  your  consideration. 


The  DEIS  points   out   the  significance  of   the  water  quality  problems   in   t 
Grass  Creek  Resource  Area.     We  believe  that  it  is  very  important  that  all 
-•Tgence  oteitrefsed  in  solving  livestock-related  aspects  of  the  water 
t  appears   that   the  recoranendations   and  objectives   con- 
the  resource  categories   are 
ty  problems   in  the  area. 


■obleiTis 

tained   in   the  Management  Frameworl 
important   steps   toward   improving  wat 


Our  office  Supports  the  monitoring  of  grazing  use  to  determine  if 
management  oojectives  are  being  met.  This  will  provide  both  a  uetter  under- 
standing of  the  problem  and  help  to  insure  the  value  of  the  solutions.  The 
PUS  does  not  seem  to  include  the  results  of  the  study:  "Evaluation  of  the 
Discharge  and  Suspended  Sediment  Load  of  Flfteenmile  Creek  1952-1972"  by  Tom 
Yochem  and  Gary  Rosenlieb.  This  Study  brings  up  some  important  problems  and 
solutions  (Such  as  the  importance  of  watershed  improvement  structures  on 
Fifteenmile  Creek)    and  perhaps   it   should  be  referenced  and  discussed   in  the 

According  to  the  procedures  EPA  uses   to  rate  DElS's.    the  Grass  Creek   DEIS 
will   be   listed   in  the  Federal   Register   as  LO-1.     This  means  we  have  no  objec- 
tions to  the  proposed  action  as  outlined  in  the  DEIS.     If  you  have  any  ques- 
tions  regarding  our  comments,   please  contact  Dennis  Sohocki   (FTS   327-4331). 


Sincarely  yours 


d...r~ 


/..Steven  J.  Durham 
'  Regional  Administrator 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  45 


45.1  Some  data  from  the  paper  referred  to  was  in 
the  DEIS,  but  was  not  referenced  by  this  title.  The 
paper  is  included  in  its  entirety  within  the  BLM 
URA/MFP  planning  documents  which  were  refer- 
enced. Since  the  proposed  action  did  not  entail 
construction  of  the  type  of  structures  within  Fifteen- 
mile  drainage,  it  was  felt  that  extensive  discussion 
of  sediment  reduction  due  to  structures  was  not 
warranted. 
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THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  WYOMING 


DIVISION  OF  RANGE  MANAGEMENT 
Lhivenily  Suiion,  Bo.  3354 
Urjmit.  Wyomini   BJOTI 


COLLEGE  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  AGRICULTURAL  EXPERIMENT  STATION 


Trltphmt:   (307)  7G6.H63 
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Copies  of  these  comaenta  oa  the  Cr«s  Creek  EIS  have  been  prortded 
-oh=  Hoorhouae,   BLM 
John  Rankiaa,  Rancher 
Dan  Healy,  Hancher 

Jia  Dili,  Washakie  County  Extension  Agent 
Jerry  Lalnhehn,  Hot  Spring  County  Extension  Agent 
Dick  Loper,   Private  Conaultaat 
Dick  Hartman,  Oovernor'a  Office 
Bob  Budd,   Wyoming  stock  Crovera 
Jessie  Baker,  Wyoalag  Wool  Growers 
Harold  Tuaa,  m  College  or  Agriculture 

You  aay  share  this  material  with  anyone  you  feel  will  benefit  froa 
the  Information, 
and  Max  Lieurance 


'<;■■ 


w 
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THE  t.'IVERSITY  OF  WYOMING 


OIV^SON  Of  RAMIE  MANAGEMENT 
University  Stnllcjn,  Hot  3314 
Laramie, 'Wyoming  S20T1  |  ■ 


.Mr.    John  finorhouse,   Team   Loader 
'USDI,   Bureau  of   Land  Man.  i  go  cent    ' 
Box   119  . 

Uorlaod.   WY.   82S01 

"Dear  J.obo: 

Ma*   Llcurance  and    I    recently 


Ti'lfptiorw;  (11)71  T06.S263 


I!    i 


.th   ttu   EIS  i 


gplc 


of    I 
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sked    LI   Dan  and    1   had   shared   that   with  you   in  our 
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the   forage   allocation  data.      The   purpose   of   tl 
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:  Crass-  Creek  Resource   I 
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Inventory  in  p. 
range  cendiclot 

Soil  Cotiaervati 


Because  of  a  one 
available.  We  » 
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Mr.    Hoorhousc,   July   3,    1WH!                                                                                  Page   ? 

all  of    the  Grans   Creek  Resource   Area   Is  over   grazed  .m,l 

rapidly   deteriorating  while   the   apparent    trend  date   shows   that 

89  percent   of    the   surveyed   tree    is   cipher   stable  or 

imp  roving). 

1.        Finally,   my   recoroaendation 

ft.        Say   in   th.;   EIS   that    forage  allocation   is   an  expa rloental 

procedure. 

b.        Say  in  the  EIS   chat   the   ELM  does   not   believe   the   forage 

allocation  data  because—  . 

(1)     Hans':  condition  data  indicates  that  only  U  percent 

or   the   resource   la   In  unsatisfactory   ecological 

condition    (poor)   while   6S   percent   in   clearly   in 

satisfactory   condition    (fair,    good,    and   excellent? 

and    IS   percent  was  unclassified.      Such  a   high 

percentage  or   the   land  being  elaMlfied   in 

46.1 

satisfactory  ecological   condition   Is  not   consistent 

with   the  overgrazed   situation  portrayed  by   Che 

forage  allocation   process.      Because   range   condition 

procedures   are  nore  widely  accepted   by   the   range 

manageacnt   cocaunity   than   the   forage  allocation 

node),    the   BLK  chooses   to  accept   the   range   condition 

data   as   the   barter   guide   of    the  nanogement   situation 

in   the   Crass   Creek  Rnsourcc  Area. 

(2)      Apparent   trend  data   indicates   that   39   percunc   oi    the 

surveyed   land   in   the  Grass   Creek  Resource   Area   la 

either   improving   in  range   condition  or   is   static    (no 

Change   in   range   condition).      The    BLM  believes.   ChaE 

this  data  is  Inconsistent  with  the   forage  allocution 

data.      Although   apparent   trend   d.ira   is   not    fool 

In   a   poor,    deteriorating   condition}. 

c.        Be  eft  us*   of   the   r/ingo   condition   and  apparent    trend   data. 

we   have   decided   that   only  s    few   significant   management 

changes  are   needed   at   this   time    (specify   in   the   EIS  what 

thefie   UNO.      These  will   be   liapUnent...,!  on   o   high   priority 

basin.      Future  mar.a«u:aent   direction  will   he   determlnnd   by 

raonltorinc   range   trend   changes  with  a   priority   net    on 

those  eUuEnc-titi  where  problems  potentially  exist    IT 

category  olJowent" 

RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  NO.  46 


46.1  The  high  percent  of  fair  condition  range  indi- 
cates a  vegetative  composition  made  up  of  large 
amounts  of  plant  species  such  as  sagebrush  and 
blue  grama.  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  apparent 
trend  for  these  sites  is  static  since  this  kind  of 
range  requires  substantial  change  in  use  or  treat- 
ment to  cause  change;  either  improvement  or  dete- 
rioration. This  also  indicates  that  the  low  amount  of 
usable,  vegetation  is  not  unreasonable  since  the 
plant  species  present  are  the  less  desirable  ones. 

A  general  objective  for  the  resource  area  is  to 
improve  fair  condition  range  to  good  condition  in 
the  next  20  years.  Therefore,  the  fair  condition  may 
not  be  satisfactory  unless  it  is  improving  or  very 
near  to  good  condition. 

The  apparent  trend  data  is  based  on  a  relatively 
small  amount  of  data  gathered  from  lower  elevation 
areas.  Apparent  trend  observations  are  strongly  in- 
fluenced by  '  abnormal  precipitation  years  and 
amount  of  actual  grazing  use.  In  1977  the  lower 
elevation  areas  suffered  a  severe  drought  and  then 
May  1 978  was  one  of  the  wettest  on  record.  Actual 
grazing  use  dropped  50  to  80  percent  during  the 
first- few-  years- after  the  drought.  The  fact  that  these 
events  could  have  had  an  influence  on  apparent 
trend  observations  made  in  1978  and  1979  makes 
•-us-r-eluotan-t-to-p^aoe-much  emphasis  on  the  use  of 
this:data. 

The  lower  elevation  ranges  are  predominantly 
saline  Upland  range  sites  in  the  5'  to  9'  precipitation 
zonesJ'The  SCS  guides  used  to  define  range  condi- 
tion'allowed  up  to' 50  percent  by  weight  of  Gardner 
saltbush  to  be  used  in  establishing  condition.  This 
has  since  been  changed  by  SCS  to  40  percent  by 
weight,, Much. of ithis. type  =was- classified  in  9°°d 
condition  with  large  amounts  of  saltbrush  and  this 
vegetation  type  makes  up  26  'percent  of  the  area. 

The  forage  allocation  process  was  designed  to 
stock  the  arefef'at'a  level' that  would  improve  the  ex- 
isting condition  by  not  over-allocating  desirable  spe- 
cies. Existing  stocking  was  based  on  using  the 
vegetation  present  regardless  of  the  range  condi- 
tion. 
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John,  I'd  sure  chat  you  recognise  item  'c' ,  above,  as  Che 
alternative  recommended  In  the  draft  EIS.  fcliat  I  have  tried  to  do 
this  letter  is  assist  you  at  arriving  at  that  rugoirjreiidfttian  in  a  i 
that  you  can  defend.  As  I  view  the  situation  described  hy  tha  dral 
EIS,  "BLM  is  allowing  far  more  forage  to  bo  used  than  is  available, 
you  have  chosen  to  let  those— -ranchers  off  the  hook  again".  IC  1 
SMC,  I'd  club  you  to  death.  I  do  not  believe  that  this  is  the  cas 
rage  you   to   solve   this   problem  before   it   occurs. 
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